AGENDA

UTAH BOARD OF WATER RESOURCES
Weber Basin Water Conservancy District
2837 East H ghway 193
Layton, U ah
June 12, 2003
8:30 a.m.
|. CALL TO ORDER
1. APPROVAL OF M NUTES - April 24 & 25, 2003
I11. CHAIR S REPORT

' V. DROUGHT REPORT - Todd Adans

Count y
V. FEASI BI LI TY REPORTS
E104 Tropic & East Fork Irr. Co. Garfield
E105 West Panguitch Irr. & Res. Co. Garfield
L546 West Point City Davi s
VI. COW TTAL OF FUNDS
E112 Davis & Weber Counties Canal Co. Davi s
VI1. DAM SAFETY CONSTRUCTI ON FUNDI NG
C023 Consol i dated Sevi er Bridge Res. Co. Juab
VI1I1. SPECI AL | TEMS
D887 Carbonville Ditch Co. (Wthdrawal) Car bon
D962 Croydon Pipeline Co. (Wthdrawal) Mor gan
D969 East Carbon City (W thdrawal) Car bon
EO65 Marion Park Estates (Wt hdrawal) Summi t
EO87 Ri chl and Nonprofit Water Co. Ri ch

(Feas. Rep. & Comm of Funds)
| X. ELECTI ON OF OFFI CERS
X. DI RECTOR S REPORT
Xl . OTHER | TEMS
XI'1. NEXT BOARD MEETI NG August 7&8, 2003- Cedar/Beaver Basin Area

X1, ADJOURNMENT



BRIEFING MEETING AGENDA

UTAH BOARD OF WATER RESOURCES
Weber Basin Water Conservancy District

2837 East H ghway 193
Layton, U ah

June 11, 2003

3:30 p.m.

VELCOVE/ CHAI R S REPCRT

DI SCUSSI ON OF STAFF ACTI VI TI ES

DI SCUSSI ON OF PRQJIECTS

OTHER | TEMS

Chai rman Pet er son

Boar d/ St af f



BOARD OF WATER RESOURCES

Revolving Construction Fund

Funding Status
June 12, 2003

Funds Available for Projects This FY $ 6,565,000

1 Redmond Lake Irr Co EQ72 61,000

2 Brady Ditch Irr Co EO073 60,000

3 East Bench Irr Co EO79 445,000

4 Fremont Waterworks Co EO57 150,000

5 Deseret Irr Co (Ph 1) E101 88,000

6 East Bench Canal Co E032 164,000

7 Fountain Green Irr Co E042 230,000

8 Callao Irr Co (Amend) E008 32,000

9 Piute Res & Irr Co (Piute Dam) C022 Grant ** 2,752,500

10 Piute Res & Irr Co (Piute Dam) C022 Loan ** 197,500

11 Consolidated Sevier Bridge Res Co C023 Grant ** 650,000

12 San Juan WCD (Recapture Dam) C026 Grant ** 2,020,000

Contracts for Dam Safety Studies i 89,000
Total Funds Contracted $ 6,939,000
Funds Balance $ (374,000)

1 Parowan West Fields Irr Co E044 15,200

2 Marion Waterworks Co E053 320,000

3 Lake Shore Irr Co E106 141,000

4 Kays Creek Irr Co (Adams Dam) Amd C001 Grant ** 4,000

5 Consolidated Sevier Bridge Res Co C023 Grant ** 3,625,000

Commitments for Dam Safety Studies i 161,000
Total Funds Committed $ 4,266,000
Funds Balance $  (4,640,000)

1 Beaver Bench Irr Co D918 280,000

2 North Canyon Irr Co D955 315,000

3 Deseret Irr Co EO056 432,000

4 Porcupine Highline Canal Co E062 85,000

5 Bear River Canal Co E097 489,000

6 West Panguitch Irr & Res Co E105 137,000
Total Funds Authorized $ 1,738,000
Remaining Funds Available $ (6,378,000)

* To be presented at Board Meeting

** Dam Safety Projects



BOARD OF WATER RESOURCES
Cities Water Loan Fund

Funding Status
June 12, 2003

Funds Available for Projects This FY $ 2,297,000
Bonds Closed This FY

1 Alpine Cove Water SSD D930 $ 460,616

2 Metropolitan Water Dist of Pleasant Grove City E081 12,000

3 Roy Water Conservancy Subdistrict E085 19,000

4 Centerville City E086 16,000

5 Hanna Water & Sewer District D983 1,371,000

Total Bonds Closed $ 1,879,000
Funds Balance $ 418,000
Projects with Funds Committed

1 $ -

Total Funds Committed $ -
Funds Balance $ 418,000
Projects Authorized

1 Trenton Town L534 $ 1,304,000

Total Funds Authorized $ 1,304,000

Remaining Funds Available $ (886,000)

* To be presented at Board Meeting



BOARD OF WATER RESOURCES

Conservation & Development Fund

Funding Status
June 12, 2003

Funds Available for Projects This FY $ 11,151,000
1 Price City L540 2,885,000
2 Washington County WCD E092 75,000
3 Weber Basin WCD E093 150,000
4 Jordan Valley WCD E094 150,000
5 Gunnison City E088 477,000
6 Midway Irr Co E064 350,000
7 Tooele County E080 700,000
8 Elsinore Town L545 514,000
9 Hooper Irr Co (Press Irr, Ph 1) E060 2,677,000
10 Magna Water Co an Improvement District E068 815,000
Total Funds Contracted/Closed $ 8,793,000
Funds Balance $ 2,358,000
1 Midway Irr Co E064 2,064,000
2 Taylor-West Weber WID E095 825,000
3 Town of Brian Head L541 1,700,000
4 Centerville City L544 1,142,000
5 Wolf Creek Water Conservancy Inc. E089 611,000
6 Lake Creek Irr Co (Ph 1) E102 22,500
7 Weber Basin WCD (Secondary Irr, Ph 11) E108 648,000
8 Davis & Weber Counties Cnl Co (Ph 4) E112 545,000
9 Richland Nonprofit Water Co E087 335,000
Total Funds Committed $ 7,893,000
Funds Balance $ (5,535,000)
1 Uintah WCD (Red Wash) D730 1,940,000
2 Strawberry High Line Canal Co D976 3,187,000
3 Kanab Irr Co D968 62,000
4 Center Creek Culinary Water Co E020 450,000
5 Uintah WCD (Island Ditch) E036 720,000
6 Mountain Regional Water SSD E040 1,675,000
7 New Santa Clara Field Canal Co E069 930,000
8 Johnson Water District EO70 659,000
9 Ephraim Irr Co EO061 1,155,000
10 City of Cedar Hills E099 31,200
11 Lake Creek Irr Co (Ph ll) E102 300,000
12 Tropic & East Fork Irr Co E104 820,000
13 West Point City L456 410,000

Total Funds Authorized
Remaining Funds Available

* To be presented at Board Meeting

$ 12,339,000
$ (17,874,000)



BOARD OF WATER RESOURCES

June 12, 2003

ADDITIONAL ACTIVE PROJECTS Fund Est. Board Cost Total Cost

1 Davis & Weber Counties Cnl Co (Ph 4) D674 C&D $ 10,379,000 $ 12,211,000
2 Central Utah WCD (Prepay FY98,99,00) D960 C&D 3,000,000 3,000,000
3 Washington County WCD (lvins) D925 C&D 1,390,000 5,100,000
4 Weber Basin WCD (Secondary Irr, Ph 3-5) E029 C&D 27,721,000 32,613,000
5 Davis & Weber Counties Cnl Co(Cnl Rehab) E035 C&D 18,230,000 21,447,000
6 Hooper Irr Co (Press Irr, Ph 2-4) E060 C&D 13,898,000 16,350,000
Subtotal $ 74,618,000 $ 90,721,000

1 Downs Ditch Water Co D899 RCF $ 7,500 $ 10,000
2 Keith Johnson D996 RCF 37,500 50,000
3 Mayfield Irr Co EO67 RCF 187,500 250,000
4 Rock Dam Irr Co EO83 RCF 37,500 50,000
5 Pioneer Land & Irr Co E107 RCF 52,500 70,000
6 Summit County Service Area #3 E045 CWL 414,750 553,000
7 Woodruff Irrigating Co D680 C&D 600,000 800,000
8 Kane County WCD D828 C&D 1,500,000 2,000,000
9 Uintah WCD (Leota Bench) D944 C&D 750,000 1,000,000
10 Gunnison Butte Mutual Irr Co E004 C&D 1,254,000 1,475,000
11 Town of Altamont EO12 C&D 142,500 190,000
12 City of South Jordan EO34 C&D 2,253,000 3,004,000
13 Hyrum Blacksmith Fork Irr Co E047 C&D 2,025,000 2,700,000
14 East Juab County WCD EO71 C&D 375,000 500,000
15 New Escalante Irr Co EO77 C&D 5,625,000 7,500,000
16 Ferron Canal & Res Co E082 C&D - -
17 Whiterocks Irr Co EO84 C&D 1,500,000 2,000,000
18 Parowan City EO90 C&D 204,000 272,000
19 Logan, Hyde Park, Smithfield Canal Co E096 C&D 1,301,250 1,735,000
20 Newton Water Users Association E100 C&D 1,001,250 1,335,000
21 Centerfield Town L547 C&D 1,986,000 2,648,000
22 Town of Goshen E109 C&D 240,000 320,000
Subtotal $ 21,494,250 $ 28,462,000
TOTAL $ 96,112,250 $ 119,183,000

* New Applications



BOARD OF WATER RESOURCES

June 12, 2003

Long Term Large Water Conservation Projects

1 Sanpete WCD (Narrows Dam) D377
2 Wayne County WCD D494
3 Cedar City Valley Water Users D584
4 Bear River WCD D738
5 Upper Sevier River WCD E098



BOARD OF WATER RESOURCES
Feasibility Report

Conservation and Devel opnent Fund
Appl. No.: E-104
Recei ved: 11/ 8/ 02
Appr oved: 12/ 20/ 02

To be Presented at the June 12, 2003 Board Meeting

SPONSOR:

LOCATI ON:

EXI STI NG
CONDI TI ONS

& PROBLEMS:

PROPOSED
PRQJIECT:

TROPIC & EAST FORK IRRIGATION COMPANY

Presi dent : Franz Shakespear

The proposed project is |ocated near Bryce Canyon
Nat i onal Park, about six mles northwest of the Town
of Tropic in Garfield County.

The sponsor provides pressurized irrigation water to
approxi mately 1,700 acres of farmland in the vicinity
of Tropic and on the Paunsaugunt Pl ateau north of
Ruby’ s I nn, near Bryce Canyon National Park.

Water is diverted fromthe East Fork of the Sevier
River into the Tropic & East Fork Canal, which
carries it about seven mles to Water Canyon where it
flows on to Tropic Canyon and is then diverted into
the sponsor’s irrigation system The upper two mles
or so of canal were lined in 1962 with non-reinforced
concrete, which is badly broken up and deteri orated,
the remaining stretch of canal is unlined. The
sponsor estimates that nearly half (approxi nmately
3,000 acre-feet) of diverted water is |ost to seepage
annual | y.

The sponsor is requesting technical and financial
assi stance fromthe board to replace the Tropic &
East Fork Canal with nearly seven mles of 30-inch
PVC pi peline. The work will be acconplished in two
phases: Phase | will replace the upper 2 1/3 mles
of canal, and Phase Il the remai nder.



COST ESTI MATE:

COST SHARI NG
& REPAYMENT:

The project fits in Prioritization Category 3

(agricultural project that will provide significant

econom ¢ benefit to area).

The followi ng cost estimate is based on staff’s

prelimnary design

Uni t

Item Descri pti on Quantity Price Anmount
PHASE I

1. Mobi i zati on LS $20, 000 $ 20, 000

2. Di ver si on LS 16, 000 16, 000

Structure

3. 30-inch PVC Pipe 12,400 LF 36. 00 446, 400

4. Tur nout s LS 10, 000 10, 000

5. Air Vents LS 24,000 24, 000
Constructi on Cost $516, 400
Cont i ngenci es 51, 600
Legal and Adm nistrative 9, 000
Desi gn and Construction Engi neering 58, 000
Subt ot al $635, 000
PHASE
i1 $ 27,000
1. Mobi i zati on LS $27, 000 795. 600
2. 30-inch PVC Pipe 22,100 LF 36. 00 10, 000
3. Turnout s LS 10, 000 22,000
4. Alr Vents LS 22,000 6, 000
5. Road Crossings LS 6, 000
Construction Cost $860, 600
Cont i ngenci es 86, 400
Legal and Adm nistrative 15, 000
Desi gn and Construction Engi neering 93, 000
Subt ot al $1, 055, 000
TOTAL $1, 690, 000

The recommended cost sharing and repaynent for the

entire project are:



ECONOM C
FEASI BI LI Y:

FI NANCI AL
FEASI BI LI TY:

Agency Cost Sharing % of Total

Board of WAter Resources $820, 000 49%
Upper Sevier River WD 790, 000 46
Sponsor 80, 000 5
TOTAL $1, 690, 000 100%

Upper Sevier River Water Conservancy District wll
receive its funds (grant) from Central Utah Water
Conservancy District through Section 206. The grant
anmount is conputed as 75% of the cost of Phase II.

If the board authorizes the project, it is suggested
it be purchased at 1.5% interest over approximately
25 years with annual paynments of $40, 000.

The project will be built in tw phases, in part
because no grant funds are avail able for Phase |, and
because of certain environnental issues on that

phase. The proposed purchase agreenment is for the
entire project, with ternms for each phase to be
detailed in future commttal of funds reports.

Benefits fromthe proposed project consist of the
annual increased net incone ($79,000) farmers wl|
realize as a result of increased water conveyance

ef ficiency, and reduced operation and mai nt enance
costs ($5,000). Wen annual benefits are discounted
to present worth and divided by total discounted
project costs, the benefit/cost ratio is 0.89.

Benefits frominstalling the project are estimated
as the value of 3,000 acre-feet of agricultural water
annual Iy, plus savings in canal operation and

mai nt enance costs:

Annual Benefit of Water Savings $79, 000
Annual Reduction of Canal O&M 5, 000
Less Estinmated Project O8M Costs -1, 200
ANNUAL NET BENEFI T $82, 800

Wth the proposed board share of the project being
49% it is suggested the sponsor’s initial repaynent
ability be calcul ated as approximately 49% of the
annual net benefit, or $40,000 per year. This is
equi val ent to $23.53 per acre.



BENEFI TS:

PRQIECT
SPONSCOR:

WATER RI GHTS
& SUPPLY:

EASEMENTS:

The proposed project will elimnate approxi mately
3,000 acre-feet of seepage |oss annually, and al so
canal operation and mai ntenance costs.

The Tropic & East Fork Irrigation Conpany was

organi zed around 1880, incorporated February 8, 1943,
and is currently registered in good standing with the
state Department of Conmerce. Its 13,831 shares are
owned by 150 sharehol ders currently assessed around
$1 per share for annual O%M plus extra for existing
| oan paynents.

The sponsor has received financial assistance from
the board on four previous occasions. In 1962 it
recei ved $29,000 for concrete lining of the upper 2.3
m |l es of canal on the Paunsaugunt Plateau, and in
1979 it received $98,000 for repair of the Tropic
Reservoir spillway; both of these projects have been
purchased fromthe board. In 1987 the sponsor

recei ved $212,000 for a sprinkle irrigation system
and in 1990 received $351,000 for an irrigation
transni ssion pipeline and sprinkle distribution
project; these will be paid off in 2004 and 2010,
respectively.

The Tropic & East Fork Irrigation Conpany was awarded
waters of the East Fork of the Sevier River by the
Cox Decree. This award consists of 20 cfs from Apri
1 to June 1, 15 cfs fromJune 1 to Cctober 15, and
540 acre-feet of storage in Tropic Reservoir. The
sponsor al so owns rights to several other water
sources originating in the Tropic area. Title to
these water rights is currently held by the board as
security for previous financial assistance.

The proposed pipeline will remain in the cana
alignment as it crosses National Forest ground,
permts fromthe Forest Service nust be obtained
before installation of the pipeline begins. It is
anticipated the pipeline will |eave the present cana
al i gnment nmuch of the way across private ground;
easenments will be obtained for those reaches.

The project will not encroach upon Bryce Canyon
Nati onal ParKk.



ENVI RONMENTAL :

WATER
CONSERVATI ON:

SPONSOR' S
RESPONSI BI LI Tl ES:

Seepage water currently lost fromthe canal wll be
contai ned, affecting groundwater imedi ately bel ow
it.

Because of increased systemefficiency, there is a
potential for decreased diversions fromthe East Fork
of the Sevier River during wetter than average years,
t hus enhancing river flows.

An estimated 3,000 acre-feet of seepage will be
elimnated annually. This water will be used during
dry years to reduce shortages throughout the
sponsor’s service area.

If the board authorizes the proposed project, the
sponsor must do the follow ng before construction
can begi n:

1. Obtain all easenents, rights-of-way, and permts
required to construct, operate, and naintain the
proj ect .

2. Pass a resolution by the appropriate (as defined
in the conpany’s Articles of Incorporation and

Byl aws) majority of company stock authorizing its
officers to do the foll ow ng:

a. Assign properties and easenents required
for the project to the Board of Water
Resour ces.

b. Enter into a contract with the Board of
Wat er Resources for construction of the project
and subsequent purchase fromthe Board.

3. Have an attorney give the Board of Water
Resources a witten | egal opinion that:

a. The conpany is legally incorporated for at
| east the termof the purchase contract and is
in good standing with the state Departnent of
Commer ce.

b. The conpany has legally passed the above
resolution in accordance with the requirenents
of state law and the conpany’s Articles of

I ncorporation and Byl aws.



PRQIECT
CONTACT
PEOPLE:

c. The conpany has obtained all permts
required for the project.

4. Have an attorney give the Board of Water
Resources a witten | egal opinion that the conpany
owns all easenents and rights-of-way for the project,
as well as the land on which the project is |ocated,
and that title to these easenents, rights-of-way, and
the project itself can be legally transferred to the
Boar d.

In lieu of an attorney’s opinion, the conpany may
obtain a title insurance policy in the nane of the
Board of Water Resources for the easenents, rights-
of -way, and | and necessary for the project.

5. Prepare a water nanagenent and conservation plan
for its service area, and obtain approval of it from
the Division of Water Resources.

Presi dent : Franz Shakespear
PO Box 5
Tropic, UT 84776
Phone: (435) 679-8749

Secretary: Ferrell Brinkerhoff
341 West 100 South
Tropic, UT 84776
Phone: (435) 679-8765



TROPIC & EAST FORK IRRIGATION COMPANY

Pipeline Project
Garfield County




Appl . No.:
Recei ved:

Appr oved:

BOARD OF WATER RESOURCES
Feasibility Report
Revol vi ng Construction Fund
E-105

11/8/02
12/ 20/ 02

To be Presented at the June 12, 2003 Board Meeting

SPONSOR:

LOCATI ON:

EXI STI NG
CONDI TI ONS

& PROBLEMS:

WEST PANGUITCH IRRIGATION & RESERVOIR COMPANY

Pr esi dent : Mack Hatch

The proposed project is |ocated northwest of
Panguitch City in Garfield County.

The sponsor has a decreed right to irrigate

approxi mately 4,400 acres in and around Panguitch,

wi th the nunber of acres irrigated each year
dependent on the water supply. Water is stored in
Pangui tch Lake and rel eased into Panguitch Creek,
where it is diverted into several distribution
systens. Over half the land is sprinkle irrigated
and the rest flood irrigated. |Irrigators experience
a water shortage much of the tine and are | ooking for
ways to reduce water | osses.

The 12-mile | ong, earthen West Panguitch Canal serves
farm and west and northwest of the city. The sponsor
estimates about 25% of the water diverted into the
canal is lost to seepage, with loss in the last half
of the canal being the greatest. Weds growing in

t he canal al so increase nmai ntenance.

Approximately 1,220 acres are irrigated fromthe | ast
hal f of the canal, 350 of which are flood irrigated.
It is anticipated that if the canal were piped, the
flood irrigated acres would be converted to
sprinklers, and an additional 300 acres currently not
irrigated woul d be put under cultivation. Sone of
those currently sprinkling use canal water
pressurized by booster punps.



PROPOSED The sponsor is requesting technical and financial

PRQIECT: assi stance fromthe board to pipe a portion of the
West Panguitch Canal. The proposed project includes
nmodi fication of an existing regul ati ng pond and
installation of 3 1/4 miles of pipeline with 18
turnouts, and will serve approximtely 1,500 acres.

The project fits in Prioritization Category 3
(agricultural project that will provide significant
econom ¢ benefit to area).

COST ESTI MATE: The follow ng cost estinmate is based on staff’s
prelimnary design:

Uni t
Item Description Quantity Price Anount
1. Mobi | i zati on LS $22,000 $22, 000
2. Pond Modification LS 20, 000 20, 000
3. PVC Pi pe
a. 27-inch 4,500 LF 32.00 144,000
b. 24-inch 6, 700 LF 28.00 187,600
c. 18-inch 5,100 LF 20.00 102, 000
d. 12-inch 900 LF 15.00 13,500
4. Tur nout s LS 64,000 64, 000
5. Air Vents LS 9, 000 9, 000
6. Dr ai ns LS 14,000 14, 000
Constructi on Cost $576, 100
Conti ngenci es 57,900
Legal and Administrative 11, 000
Desi gn and Constructi on Engi neering 63, 000
TOTAL $708, 000
COST SHARI NG The recommended cost sharing and repaynent are:
& REPAYMENT:
Agency Cost Sharing % of Total
Board of Water Resources $137, 000 19%
Upper Sevier River WD 531, 000 75
Sponsor 40, 000 6
TOTAL $708, 000 100%

Upper Sevier River Water Conservancy District wll
receive its funds (grant) from Central Utah Water
Conservancy District through Section 206.



ECONOM C
FEASI BI LI TY:

FI NANCI AL
FEASI BI LI TY:

BENEFI TS:

If the board authorizes the project, it is suggested
it be purchased at 0% interest over approximately 11
years with annual paynments of $9,000 the first year,
$11, 000 the second, and $13, 000 thereafter

Proposed annual paynents reflect increasing benefits
as flood irrigated fields are converted to sprinklers
and additional ground is put into production.

Benefits fromthe proposed project consist of the
annual increased net incone ($85,000) farmers w ||
realize as a result of increased water conveyance and
application efficiencies, and reduced operati on,

mai nt enance, and punpi ng costs ($4,000). Wen annual
benefits over a 50-year project life are discounted
to present worth and divided by total discounted
project costs, the benefit cost ratio is 1.16.

Benefits frominstalling the project are estinated as
revenue generated fromincreased crop production on
land currently farmed and that to be put into
production, and reduced operation, maintenance, and
punpi ng costs:

Annual Benefit of |ncreased

Crop Production $85, 000
Annual Reduction of O&M Costs 1, 500
Annual Reduction of Punping Costs 2,500
Less Annual Cost of On-farm

Pi pel i nes & Equi pnent - 46, 000
ANNUAL NET BENEFI T $43, 000

The proposed annual paynment to the board woul d
normal |y be conputed by multiplying annual net
benefit by the board’ s share of the project ($43,000
X 19% = $8,200). In this case, however, since the
sponsor will receive a |arge percentage of the
project cost as a grant, staff recomrends repaynent
be accel erated as shown in the proposed repaynent
schedul e.

To pay for the project, the sponsor is considering
assessing all conpany shares a small fee and those
under the project an additional anobunt per share.

The proposed project will conserve approximtely
1,200 acre-feet of water annually which will be used
t hroughout the sponsor’s service area to reduce



PRQIECT
SPONSOR:

WATER RI GHTS
& SUPPLY:

EASEMENTS:

ENVI RONMVENTAL :

shortages and also irrigate 300 acres currently not
cultivated. Operation and mai ntenance costs rel ated
to the West Panguitch Canal will be reduced, as wll
punpi ng costs.

The West Panguitch Irrigation and Reservoir Conpany
was incorporated in 1906 and is currently registered
in good standing with the state Departnent of
Commerce. |Its 5,700 shares are owned by 370
sharehol ders currently assessed around $4 per share
for annual O8M

The sponsor has received financial assistance from
the board on five previous occasions. In 1975 it
recei ved $28,400 for repairs to Panguitch Lake Dam
and in 1979, 1983, and 1985 received a total of

$305, 000 for sprinkle irrigation projects; these four
proj ects have been purchased fromthe board. In 1998
t he conpany received a 50% grant in the anount of

$25, 000 for Panguitch Lake Dam dam safety studies.

The sponsor’s water rights, described in the Cox
Decree, cover the major portion of the flow of
Panguitch Creek and allow the irrigation of

approxi mately 4,400 acres. Since final paynment on
t he sponsor’s 1985 project was just recently nade,
title to these rights is presently retained by the
board.

The sponsor must ensure that all project |ands,

i ncluding the 300 “new’ acres, fall within its water
rights and conpl ete change applications, if required,
with the State Engi neer.

The proposed pipeline will not follow the existing
canal alignment so easenments across privately owned
land will need to be obtained.

Seepage water froma portion of the Wst Panguitch
Canal will be elimnated, affecting groundwater

i Mmedi ately below it. The pipeline will be installed
primarily across previously cultivated |Iand, so no

| ong-term environnental inpact is foreseen

10



WATER
CONSERVATI ON:

SPONSOR' S
RESPONSI BI LI Tl ES:

The proposed pipeline will conserve an estimated
1,200 acre-feet annually which will be used
t hr oughout the sponsor’s service area.

If the board authorizes the proposed project, the
sponsor must do the follow ng before construction
can begin:

1. Obtain approval of State Engi neer to change pl ace
of use, if required.

2. otain all easenents, rights-of-way, and permts
required to construct, operate, and maintain the
proj ect .

3. Pass a resolution by the appropriate (as defined
in the conpany’s Articles of Incorporation and

Byl aws) majority of company stock authorizing its
officers to do the follow ng:

a. Assign properties and easenents required
for the project to the Board of Water
Resour ces.

b. Enter into a contract with the Board of
Wat er Resources for construction of the project
and subsequent purchase fromthe Board.

4. Have an attorney give the Board of Water
Resources a witten | egal opinion that:

a. The conpany is legally incorporated for at
| east the termof the purchase contract and is
in good standing with the state Departnent of
Comrer ce.

b. The conpany has | egally passed the above
resolution in accordance with the requirenents
of state law and the conmpany’ s Articles of

I ncorporation and Byl aws.

c. The conpany has obtained all pernits
required for the project.

5. Have an attorney give the Board of Water
Resources a witten | egal opinion that:

11



PRQIECT
CONTACT
PEOPLE:

a. The conpany owns all easenents and rights-
of -way for the project, as well as the |and on
which the project is located, and that title to
t hese easenents, rights-of-way, and the project
itself can be legally transferred to the Board.

b. The conpany’s water rights applicable to
the project cover the land to be irrigated by
it.

In lieu of an attorney’s opinion, the conpany may
obtain a title insurance policy in the nane of the
Board of Water Resources for the easenents, rights-
of -way, land, and water rights necessary for the

pr oj ect .

6. Review and update the conpany’s water nanagenent
and conservation plan, and obtain approval of it from
the Division of Water Resources.

Presi dent : Mack Hat ch
PO Box 186
Pangui tch, UT 84759
Phone: (435) 691-0848

Secretary: Lucil e Proctor
PO Box 441
Pangui tch, UT 84759
Phone: (435) 676-2294

12



Project WEST PANGUITCH IRRIGATION

Location AND RESERVOIR COMPANY
Scale in Feet - - H

[ ' Pipeline Project

<~ 106 1 2 000 Garfield County

T34S: R5W




Appl . No.:
Recei ved:

Appr oved:

BOARD OF WATER RESOURCES
Feasibility Report

Conservation and Devel opnent Fund

L-546
1/ 10/ 03
1/ 31/ 03

To be Presented at the June 12, 2003 Board Meeting

SPONSOR:

EXI STI NG
CONDI TI ONS
& PROBLEMS:

WEST POINT CITY

Mayor : John Petroff

LOCATI O\ The proposed project is located in Wst
Point Cty, about two nmiles west of Clearfield in
Davi s County.

West Point currently supplies culinary water, through
a systemrated “Approved” by the Division of Drinking
Water, to 1,580 connections. Since nost residents

al so receive pressurized secondary irrigation water
(froma systemconpleted in the md-1990s), nost
culinary water is used indoors.

The culinary systemis supplied by two wells and with
wat er from Weber Basin Water Conservancy District.
Storage consists of a city-owned nmillion gallon tank
plus a 6.6% share (99,000 gallons) of a 1.5 mllion
gall on tank of Wber Basin's. Although the systemis
adequate to neet current denmands, additional storage
will be necessary as growth continues (city is

i ssuing 10-12 building permits/nonth). Also, the
city anticipates annexing 300 culinary connections in
Davis County presently served by Hooper Water

| mprovenment District (about 10% of those it serves).
If an agreenment is reached between the city and

I mprovenment District, only the city will serve those
connecti ons.

The city has prepared a nmaster plan outlining
culinary water projects that will help the system
grow froma current service capacity of 7,500 people,
to 26,000 people at buildout within 20 years.
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PROPOSED
PRQIECT:

COST ESTI MATE:

The city is requesting financial assistance fromthe
board to construct a two mllion gallon concrete
storage tank with booster punping station (to deliver
water into the culinary systemat pressure), and
install pipeline to connect it to the existing
system Techni cal assistance is being provided by
Gardner Engi neering in Qgden.

The project fits in Prioritization Category 2
(rmuni ci pal project required to neet existing or
i npendi ng need).

The follow ng cost estimate i s based on the
engi neer’s prelimnary design and has been revi ewed
by staff:

Uni t
Item Description Quantity Price Anmount
1. Mobilization LS $20,000 $ 20,000
2. Earthwork 5,000 CY 6. 00 30, 000
3. Gavel Backfill 500 CY 4,00 2,000
4. 2 MG Tank LS 800, 000 800, 000
5. Landscapi ng LS 15, 000 15, 000
6. Booster Punping Sta. LS 50, 000 50, 000
7. Piping & Val ves LS 20, 000 20, 000
8. Punp House LS 50, 000 50, 000
Structural &
Mechani cal
9. Punp House LS 28, 000 28, 000
El ectri cal
10. Power to Site LS 10, 000 10, 000
11. Backup GCenerat or LS 120, 000 120, 000
12. SCADA Control System 20, 000 20, 000
a. Central LS 20, 000 20, 000
a. Site 4 EA 15, 000 60, 000
Construction Cost $1, 225, 000
Conti ngenci es 122, 000
Property Purchase 80, 000
Legal and Administrative 36, 000
Desi gn and Constructi on Engi neering 162, 000
TOTAL $1, 625, 000
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COST SHARI NG The recommended cost sharing and repaynent are:
& REPAYMENT:

Agency Cost Sharing % of Total
Mar ket Loan $ 890, 000 55%
Board of Water Resources 410, 000 25
Sponsor 325, 000 20

Tot al $1, 625, 000 100%

If the board authorizes the project, it is suggested
the board participate in an interest rate buydown
with the city. The market |loan would be repaid in 20
years at 5% interest with the first paynent in 2005.
The $410, 000 bonded i ndebt edness to the board woul d
be repaid in 12 years at 0% interest beginning in
2007, with payments ranging from $4, 000 to $80, 000
and a final paynent of $9,000 in 2018.

ECONOM C Since the project is one to only increase storage
FEASI BI LI TY: capacity and will not devel op new water sources, the
benefit/cost ratio is assuned to be 1.0.

FI NANCI AL Based on the board' s water service affordability

FEASI BI LI TY: gui delines, West Point City residents could pay up to
$39.31 per nonth for all water. The cost of water
with the proposed project, based on 1,683 projected
residential connections when the first annual paynent
is due in 2005, is as foll ows:

Annual Cost Cost / Conn/ Mo

Oper ati on & Mai nt enance $ 200, 200 $ 9.91
Capitol Recovery Fund 250, 000 12. 38
Secondary Water (Davis & 336, 700 16. 67
Weber Counties Canal Co.)

Mar ket Loan 80, 500 3.99
TOTAL $ 867, 400 $ 42.95

The city currently charges $11.00 nonthly for the
first 12,000 gallons of culinary water, with overage
charges of $1.00/1,000 gallons; it plans to raise
rates as necessary to help pay for the proposed
project. Secondary water charges are $16.67 nonthly
for Y2acre or less and $25.00 nonthly for |ots over %
acre.
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BENEFI TS:

PRQIECT
SPONSCOR:

WATER RI GHTS
& SUPPLY:

EASEMENTS:

ENVI RONMENTAL :

WATER
CONSERVATI ON:

Construction of the new tank will assure adequate
storage for future demands.

West Point City was incorporated in 1935, has a
current popul ation of approxinmately 7,000, and grew
at average annual rates of about 6.1% since 1970 and
5.2% since 1980; culinary connections have increased
an average of 6.0% per year since 1980. The
CGovernor’'s OFfice of Planning and Budget projects an
aver age annual popul ation growth rate of about 3.2%
for the next 20 years.

West Poi nt recei ved $100,000 fromthe board in the
m d- 1970s for m scell aneous culinary system

i mprovenents, and $305,000 in the m d-1980s to help
build the million gallon tank; both | oans have been
pai d of f.

West Point has the foll owing water rights:

FI ow Limted to
WR. Num Sour ce (cfs) (acre-feet)
31-1828 Vel | 3.0 1, 500
31- 2577 Vel | 1.95
31- 3205 Vel | 1.027
31-4613 Drain 0.5

The city also has a contract with Wber Basin \Water
Conservancy District for 700 acre-feet annually.

The city is in the process of purchasing |and for the
st orage tank.

Very little disruption to the environnment is
expect ed.

The city has conpleted a Water Managenent and
Conservation Plan. As a condition of board funding,
it will be required to adopt a progressive culinary
water rate structure and an ordi nance prohibiting
pressurized irrigation of |andscapes between the
hours of 10:00 a.m and 6:00 p. m
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SPONSOR' S The city wll be required to nmake all arrangenents to
RESPONSI BI LI TIES: sell the board a non-voted revenue bond as well as
verify it has adequate water rights and rights-of -way

to construct the project. |If the project is
authori zed, a list of requirenents and procedures
necessary to close the loan will be furnished to the
city.

PRQIECT Mayor : John Petrof f

CONTACT 3200 West 300 North

PECPLE: West Point, UT 84015

Phone: (801) 776-0970

Gty Manager: Ri ck Davis
3200 West 300 North
West Point, UT 84015
Phone: (801) 776-0970

Engi neer: Boyd Davi s
Gardner Engi neering
5875 Sout h Adans Ave.
Par kway Suite 200
Qgden, UT 84405
Phone: (801) 476-0202
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BOARD OF WATER RESOURCES
Commttal of Funds

Conservation and Devel opnent Fund

Appl. No.: E-112

Recei ved: 2/ 22/ 88

Appr oved: 3/ 10/ 88

Aut hori zed: 8/5/88

Committed (Ph. 1): 3/2/89, 9/7/90
Committed (Ph. I1): 6/21/91

Committed (Ph. 111): 10/25/96, 6/20/97

To be Presented at the June 12, 2003 Board Meeting

SPONSOR: DAVIS & WEBER COUNTIES CANAL COMPANY
Pr esi dent : Joseph Dawson
1851 West 4800 South
Roy, UT 84067
Phone: (801) 825-6057
LOCATI ON: The proposed project is located in the western
portion of Layton Gty in Davis County.
PRQIECT In August, 1988, the board authorized a $38.7 mllion
SUMVARY: secondary irrigation project to serve areas in and

around Kaysville, Layton, Syracuse, Cearfield, Wst
Point, Cdinton, Roy, and Riverdale in Davis and Wber
Counties. Changes in land use in the area, as
agricultural land served water by the sponsor is
subdi vided for residential use, have decreased the
demand for agricultural water and increased the
demand for rmunicipal (drinking and | awn and garden)
water. The canal conpany is therefore sponsoring the
project to construct facilities to neet renaining
agricultural and increased | awn and garden irrigation
needs in its service area.

The sponsor is requesting financial assistance from
the Board of Water Resources at this tine to
construct the first portion of Phase IV of the
project, which is a pressurized secondary irrigation
systemin western Layton. Plans and specifications
for this 15-block Gordon Avenue pipeline project,




PAST BOARD
ACTI ON:

COST ESTI MATE
& SHARI NG

PURCHASE
AGREEMENT:

with service |laterals, have been subnitted, an
agreenent between the sponsor and Layton is in place,
and construction is planned to begin as soon after
commttal of funds as possible.

The board voted at authorization to provide 85% of
the overall project cost, with financial assistance
to be returned at 5% interest over not nore than 35
years. Due to the size and conplexity of the project
and the fact it was planned to be constructed over a
period of years, nore specific repaynent terns were
to be determ ned for each phase of the project as

t hey becane ready to construct.

The board comm tted funds for the foll ow ng:

Secondary Board % of Repay.
lrr. Proj. Funds Total Period Status

Kaysville $ 8.300 mllion 85% 35 yrs. Conplete
West Poi nt $ 4.884 mllion 85% 35 yrs. Conplete
dinton $ 9.775 mllion 85% 35 yrs. Conplete

TOTAL $22.959 mllion

The proposed cost estimate and sharing for the
initial portion of the West Layton phase of the
overal |l project are:

Agency Cost % of Tot al
Shari ng

Board of Water Resources $ 545, 000 85%

Sponsor 97, 000 15

TOTAL $ 642, 000 100%

It is anticipated the remai nder of the West Layton
project will cost $7.25 mllion and that the sponsor
will seek funding conmittals fromthe board over the
next several years for 85% of that anount.

If the board conmits funds to the initial portion of
the West Layton project, it is suggested it be
purchased by the canal conpany in 35 years at 5%
interest with annual paynents of approxi mately
$33,300. For the 185 connections served, this is
equi val ent to about $15.00 per nonth.
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Appl . No.:
Aut hori zed:

BOARD OF WATER RESOURCES
Dam Saf ety Report

Construction Fundi ng

c-023
12/ 20/ 02

To be Presented at the June 12, 2003 Board Meeting

SPONSCOR:

LOCATI ON:

BACKGROUND

PRQIECT
SUVMMVARY

CONSOLIDATED SEVIER BRIDGE RESERVOIR CO.

Presi dent : Cl yde Bunker
800 West 100 North
Delta, UT 84624
Phone: (435) 864-2494

Sevier Bridge Damis | ocated about 25 miles south of
Nephi in Juab County.

Consol i dated Sevi er Bridge Reservoir Conpany is
conprised of five separate irrigation conpanies with
a total of 640 stockhol ders, approximately 400 of
whom own nost of the shares and irrigate 50, 000
acres.

Sevi er Bridge Dam was conpleted in 1908 and enl ar ged
in 1916, making the reservoir capacity over 236, 000
acre-feet.

The sponsor is requesting financial assistance
fromthe board to upgrade the damto neet current
state dam safety standards. The dam enmbanknment wl|
be unstabl e during an earthquake due to |iquefiable
(reduced strength when shaken) foundation materials,
the upstream face of the dam needs riprap, and the
outl et works, spillway, and drai nage system are al

i nadequate. The work will be acconplished in phases:



COST ESTI MATE
AND SHARI NG

Phase Description Cost

[ Construct Stability Berm Place $ 4,500,000
Ri prap, Install Guard Gate,
Rehabilitate Control Gate
I Spillway & Toe Drain 5, 500, 000
TOTAL $10, 000, 000

Because the Phase | work is nost crucial froma
safety standpoint, and considering availability of
funds, staff recomends the board commt funds at
this tinme for only the first phase (whose cost
estimate, with the progression of design work, is

| ower than at authorization), including engineering:

Aut hori zed Pr oposed % of
Agency Cost Sharing Cost Sharing Tot al
BWRe — Grant $4, 750, 000 $4, 275, 000 95%
Sponsor 250, 000 225, 000 )
TOTAL $5, 000, 000 $4, 500, 000 100%



Appl . No.:
Recei ved:

Appr oved:
Aut hori zed:

BOARD OF WATER RESOURCES
Special Item
W t hdr awal

Revol vi ng Construction Fund

D-887
8/ 15/ 94
9/ 16/ 94
1/ 20/ 95

To be Presented at the June 12, 2003 Board Meeting

SPONSOR

LOCATI ON:

SUMVARY

CARBONVILLE DITCH COMPANY

Presi dent : Kent Hought on
1401 West 2060 North
Hel per, UT 84526
Phone: (435) 637-8967

The project is located in the unincorporated commnity
of Carbonville, about three mles northwest of Price
i n Carbon County.

The board aut horized $462,000 (77% to the sponsor to
hel p construct a pressurized irrigation systemto
serve the outdoor watering needs of up to 115 homes in
Carbonvill e, and 150 acres of farm and.

Because the sponsor subsequently built much of the
proj ect using Bureau of Reclamation salinity contro
fundi ng, board assistance is no |onger needed. Staff
t heref ore recommends the application be deauthorized
and wi thdrawn from further consideration.



Appl . No.:
Recei ved:

Appr oved:
Aut hori zed:

BOARD OF WATER RESOURCES
Special Item
W t hdr awal

Revol vi ng Construction Fund

D-962
6/ 10/ 97
6/ 20/ 97
9/ 19/ 97

To be Presented at the June 12, 2003 Board Meeting

SPONSOR:

LOCATI ON:

SUMVARY:

CROYDON PIPELINE COMPANY

Pr esi dent : St eve Pentz
1885 North 6800 East
Croydon, UT 84018
Phone: (801) 829-3378

The proposed project is located in the conmunity of
Croydon, about ten nmiles east of Morgan City in Mrgan
County.

The board aut horized $35,000 (36% to the sponsor to
help drill and equip an 8-inch culinary water well.
Since then the sponsor hasn’t made progress toward
construction, and an RECD grant necessary to make the
proj ect affordable has not been obtai ned.

Staff has spoken with the sponsor and recommends the
application to the board be deauthorized and wit hdrawn
fromfurther consideration. |f the sponsor decides in
the future to seriously pursue the project, it wll
subnit a new application to the board and staff will
prepare a new feasibility report with updated

i nformati on.




BOARD OF WATER RESOURCES
Special Item
W t hdr awal

Conservation and Devel opnent Fund

Appl. No.: D-969
Recei ved: 9/ 5/ 97
Appr oved: 9/ 19/ 97

To be Presented at the June 12, 2003 Board Meeting

SPONSOR: EAST CARBON CITY
Mayor : Dal e Andrews
P.O Box 70
East Carbon, UT 84520
Phone: (435) 888-6613
LOCATI ON: The proposed project is |ocated across Range Creek

Canyon, about five mles east of East Carbon City in
Car bon County.

SUMVARY: The city requested financial assistance fromthe
board to construct an 80-foot high earth damto store
wat er for East Carbon and Sunnyside Cties’ nmunicipal
and i ndustrial needs. Since the city shows no
interest in proceeding with the project anytinme soon,
staff recommends the application to the board be
wi t hdrawn from further consideration.




Appl . No.:

Recei ved:
Appr oved:

BOARD OF WATER RESOURCES
Special Item
W t hdr awal

Conservation and Devel opnent Fund

E-065
11/ 15/ 01
12/ 14/ 01

To be Presented at the June 12, 2003 Board Meeting

SPONSOR

LOCATI ON:

SUVMARY

MARION PARK ESTATES

Pr esi dent : Jared Weller
2940 North 900 East
Kamas, UT 84036
Phone: (435) 783-2334

The proposed project is |ocated about three mles
north of Kamas in Sumit County.

The sponsor requested financial assistance fromthe
board to inprove and upgrade its culinary water system
by constructing a 150,000 gal |l on storage tank,
installing 5,000 feet of transm ssion pipeline, and
adding five fire hydrants.

Wth board assistance, Marion Waterworks Conpany is
begi nni ng construction on a new 300,000 gallon tank
above Marion Park Estates. Because Marion Waterworks
has agreed to service homes currently served by Mrion
Park Estates, and will add a transm ssion |ine and
fire hydrants for future connections in the area,

staff recommends the application to the board be

wi t hdrawn from further consideration.




BOARD OF WATER RESOURCES
Special Item
Feasibility Report & Conmittal of Funds

Conservation and Devel opnent Fund

Appl. No.: E-087
Recei ved: 7/ 25/ 02
Appr oved: 8/ 9/ 02
Tabl ed: 1/ 31/ 03

To be Presented at the June 12, 2003 Board Meeting

SPONSOR: RICHLAND NONPROFIT WATER COMPANY
Presi dent : Robert Wod

LOCATI ON: The proposed project is |ocated about one mle north
of Laketown, on the southeast side of Bear Lake in
Ri ch County.

EXI STI NG There are several small water systens al ong the

CONDI Tl ONS sout h shore of Bear Lake including Laketown,

& PROBLEMS: Sout h Shore Special Service District, and Vista

Grande, as well as approximately 100 individual wells
serving 180 connections. Since these systens are at
or near capacity, there is little or no growth in the
ar ea.

Laketown currently owns and operates a spring-fed
culinary water systemw th capacity for 100
connections. It is serving 112 connections and has
ei ght honmes under construction. Although the system
i s dependabl e and of fers adequate storage and
distribution with fire hydrants, it is not in
conpliance with the Division of Drinking Water
Standards for a needed second source of supply, nor
can it sustain any future growth because it |acks
addi ti onal water rights.

Sout h Shore Special Service District serves Rendezvous
State Park as well as 10 honmes. This system has a 160
gpm wel | and pressurized storage tanks located in

close proximty to the park. The distribution system



i s adequate for the connections, but inadequate for
fire protection. There will be no future growth on
this system

Vista G ande has 36 lots with 12 existing connections
in the northern part of the South Shore area. The
systemis served by a 6-inch well and has a 30, 000
gall on concrete storage vault, and distribution system
consi sting of 4-inch PVC pipe and four 2-inch fire
hydrants. The well is in an unconfined aquifer with
potential contam nation from nearby septic tanks.
Vista (Gande needs a reliable source of water that
isn't threatened with contam nation, but drilling
another well in the area is problematic since the
existing well was the third one drilled before finding
a water source.

There are al so about 100 individual wells serving 180
connections along the south shore. Many of these

wel I's produce poor quality water that is high in iron
and sul fur but residents have no other choice for

wat er service. These small wells serve as many as siXx
structures but have no neters, storage, or fire
suppression capability. About 60 connectors are
interested in hooking up to a public water system
imediately. It is anticipated another 40 woul d
connect by 2020 if there were an avail abl e system

Wth all systenms at or near capacity, individual wells
are currently the only option for future grow h.
These wells are shallow and costly, making it
difficult for Laketown and Rich County to conply with
st at e-i nposed af f ordabl e housi ng requirenments (Utah
Code Title 17, Title 10). Al of these systens are
interested in incorporating into a larger, better
systemif water delivery can be guaranteed and the
costs are reasonable. Two | andowners would al so |ike
to devel op 160 connections, including 24 affordable
housing units, along the south shore. They include
Lake Vista Properties (40 connections; see map) which
has been annexed by Laketown and is expected to begin
construction by sunmer, 2003, and Wod Famly

Devel opnent (120 connections; see nap), expected to
begi n Phase |I (65 connections) by sunmer, 2003,
(including 12 of the affordable housing units). The
Ri chl and Nonprofit Water Conpany was forned to
regionalize the water systens and to aid in future
devel opnent of the area

Ri ch County and Laket own have resol uti ons supporting
the consolidation and regionalization of these water



PROPOSED
PRQJECT:

COST ESTI MATE:

syst ens,
Shor e Speci al
Vi sta, Wod Devel opnent,
are al so 31 individuals who have each reserved a
connection in the systemand wil|

within five years.

and the sponsor
Service District,

i kely connect

The Richland Nonprofit Water Conpany is

requesting financi al

assi stance fromthe board to

has agreements with South
Vi sta G ande,
and 50 individuals.

Lake
Ther e

devel op a public water systemfor the south shore of

Bear
capacity to increase to 400 total
connections over the next
i nclude a 300, 000 gallon storage tank with piping
seven mles of transm ssion and

wi |
and tel enmetry,

a well,

di stribution pipeline,

hydr ant s.

15- 20 years.

wat er neters,
Cache- Landnar k Engi neering in Logan will

Lake to serve 168 existing connections with
residenti al
The proj ect

and fire

provi de desi gn and constructi on engi neering services.

The project fits in Prioritization Category 2

(muni ci pal

pr oj ect

i mpendi ng need).

required to neet existing or

The follow ng cost estimate i s based on the engineer’s
prelimnary design and has been reviewed by staff:

Item Description

PwnhPE

X N o u

10.

11.

300, 000 Gl | on Tank

Tel enetry System
10-i nch el
Pump &
Appur t enances
Punp House

Chl ori nat or
Fenci ng

PVC Pi pe

a. 12-inch

b. 10-inch

c. 8-inch
Fire Hydrant
Water Meter &
Service Tap

Laket own Bi -

directional Meter

Quantity
LS
LS
LS

LS
LS
LS
LS

5,800 LF

7,250 LF

23,700 LF
26 EA
66 EA

LS

Uni t

Price

$240, 000
15, 000
149, 000

50, 000
20, 000
8, 500
2,800

17. 00
16. 00
15. 00
2,250

650

5, 000

Amount

240, 000
15, 000

149, 000

50, 000
20, 000
8, 500
2,800

98, 600
116, 000
355, 500

58, 500

42,900

5, 000



COST SHARI NG
& REPAYMENT:

12. State Park Bul k
Met er

13. Valves &
Appurt enances

14. Booster Punp

15. 3-Phase El ectrical
16. Road Boring

17. Pernits/Testing

18. Admi nistrative
Ofice

Constructi on Cost
Cont i ngenci es
Legal and Administrative

LS

LS
LS
LS
LS

LS

Desi gn and Constructi on Engi neering

Water Rights
TOTAL

800

63, 000
50, 000
3, 000
18, 000
2,800

30, 000

800

63, 000
50, 000
3, 000
18, 000
2,800

30, 000
$1, 329, 400
132, 600
68, 000
197, 000
273, 000
$2, 000, 000

The recommended cost sharing and repaynent are:

Agency

Rural Devel opment (G ant)
Rural Devel opnent (Loan)
Laket own

Sout h Shore SSD

Vi sta G ande

Whod Fani |y Devel oprent
Lake Vista Properties
Sout h Shore Resi dents
Board of Water Resources
TOTAL

Contributions by the various systens,
i nclude the value of water

Cost Sharing % of Total
$ 588, 000 29%
500, 000 25

40, 000 2
48, 500 2
39, 000 2
236, 000 12
83, 500 4
130, 000 7
335, 000 17
$2, 000, 000 100%

rights that will

except Laket own,
be turned

over to the Richland Nonprofit Water Conpany. The

sponsor will al so obtain noney for

its share of the

proj ect cost by having devel opers prepay an inpact fee
of $1, 200 per connection to reserve connections.
I ndi viduals are al so prepaying the inpact fee to

reserve a connection in the system

Devel opers wil |

al so be responsible for the distribution facilities to

serve their devel opnents.



ECONOM C
FEASI BI LI TY:

FI NANCI AL
FEASI BI LI TY:

If the board authorizes the project, it is suggested
t he $335, 000 be returned in 25 years at 4% nterest
wi th annual paynents ranging from approxi mately

$16, 400 to $29, 400.

Econonmic feasibility is achi eved when the project

has a benefit/cost ratio of at |east one to one. The
benefit side of the ratio is estimated as the cost of
the next best alternative neans for delivering the
same service as will be provided by the proposed
project. The cost side is estimated as the conbi ned
cost of constructing the project and operating,

mai nt ai ni ng, and repl aci ng conponents as they wear out
over the 50-year life of the project. Al benefits
and costs are discounted to present val ue using the
di vision's discount rate of 3.9%

Staff and the sponsor considered two alternatives to
the proposed project: 1) take no action except to
nmake repairs to the current system and 2) use treated
water fromBig Creek as the primary source of supply
rather than a new wel|.

Alternative 1 was deened unacceptabl e because it woul d
cost al nost as nmuch as the proposed project and woul d
not allow as much growth to occur. It may al so be
difficult to bring the entire systeminto conpliance
with current health regulations with this alternative.

Alternative 2 was determned to be the next best
source of water for the project area, and was used to
estimate benefits for the proposed project. O her

i mprovemnents including pipelines, storage tank,
fencing, etc., would remain the sane as for the
proposed project. The treatment plant for this
alternative would be nore costly than drilling and
equi pping a well and building a punmp house. Al so,
operati on and mai ntenance costs associated with the
treatnent plant are higher than for the well. These
two factors combine to nmake the proposed project the
better choice with a benefit/cost ratio of 1.27.

Based on the board' s water service affordability

gui del i nes, south shore area residents could pay up to
$34.69 nonthly for water. The cost of water with the
proposed project, based on 200 connections when the
first annual paynment is due in 2005, is as foll ows:



BENEFI TS:

PROJECT
SPONSOR:

WATER RI GHTS
& SUPPLY:

Annual Cost Cost / Conn/ Mo

Oper ati on & Mai nt enance $ 47, 200 $ 19.67
Proposed BWRe Assi stance 16, 400 6. 83
Rural Devel opnent Loan 27, 200 11. 33
Leased Water to Upstream

Irrigators (_8, 000) (_3.33)
TOTAL $ 82,800 $ 34.50

The sponsor is planning to charge a base rate of

$32. 00 per nonth per residential connection; overage
charges have not yet been determ ned. Laketown will
pay $300 nonthly for its connection plus an additional
fee for water used. Unused water rights will be

| eased to upstreamirrigators.

Regi onal i zing systens will provide for future area
devel opnent, provide a nore reliable and safe drinking
wat er supply, and inprove fire suppression capability.

The Richland Nonprofit Water Conpany was

i ncorporated in 2002. The area population is
currently 774 which includes 197 residents in Laketown
(95% full-tine) and 577 in the surrounding area (60%
full-tinme). Although the Governor’s O fice of

Pl anni ng and Budget projects an average annual growth
rate of 0.6% over the next 20 years, based on a study
by the University of Utah’'s Bureau of Business &
Econonmi ¢ Research, the sponsor believes the rate will
be higher than that, resulting in 400 residential

connections by 2020. It is anticipated that about
hal f of the growh will be hones not occupied full-
tinme.

The sponsor has not received funding fromthe board in
t he past, nor have the individual systens with the
exception of Laketown.

The sponsor will take title to water rights

owned by South Shore Special Service District, Vista
Grande, and the individual well owners and devel opers
al ong the south shore. The Laketown connection will

have a bi-directional meter and water charges will be
assessed according to use.

The followi ng table shows water right nunbers held by

each entity and the amount of water that will be
turned over to the sponsor:
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EASEMENTS:

ENVI RONMVENTAL :

SPONSOR' S

RESPONSI BI LI Tl ES:

Ri ght No. Acr e- Feet

Vi sta G ande 23-3784 72.00
Sout h Shore Speci al 23- 3507 87.00
Service District
I ndi vi dual well owners Vari ous 130. 00
Whod Fanily Devel opnent 23-149 348. 00

23-150

23-151

23-152

23-242

23-98

23-154
Lake Vista Properties 23-1632 87.00
TOTAL 724. 00

The sponsor is in the process of obtaining easenents.

The sponsor will be responsible for ensuring that
environmental disruption is mnimnzed.

If the board authorizes the proposed project,
t he sponsor must do the foll ow ng before
construction can begin:

1. Obtain all easenments, rights-of-way, and permts
required to construct, operate, and maintain the
proj ect .

2. Pass a resolution by the appropriate (as defined
in the conpany’s Articles of Incorporation and

Byl aws) majority of company stock authorizing its
officers to do the follow ng:

a. Assign properties, easenents, and water
rights required for the project to the Board of
WAt er Resources.

b. Enter into a contract with the Board of
Wat er Resources for construction of the project
and subsequent purchase fromthe Board.

3. Have an attorney give the Board of Water
Resources a witten | egal opinion that:

a. The conpany is legally incorporated for at
| east the termof the purchase contract and is
in good standing with the state Departnent of
Comrer ce.
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STAFF COMMENTS:

b. The conpany has | egally passed the above
resolution in accordance with the requirenents
of state law and the conmpany’ s Articles of

I ncorporation and Byl aws.

c. The conpany has obtained all pernits
required for the project.

4. Have an attorney give the Board of Water
Resources a witten | egal opinion that:

a. The conpany owns all easenents and rights-
of -way for the project, as well as the | and on
which the project is located, and that title to
t hese easenents, rights-of-way, and the project
itself can be legally transferred to the Board.

b. The conpany’s water rights applicable to
the project are unencunbered and legally
transferable to the Board of WAter Resources.

In lieu of an attorney’s opinion, the conpany my
obtain a title insurance policy in the nane of the
Board of Water Resources for the easenents, rights-
of -way, land, and water rights necessary for the
proj ect .

5. ntain approval of final plans and specifications
fromthe Division of Water Resources and Division of
Drinki ng Wat er.

6. Prepare a water nanagenent and conservation plan
for its service area, and obtain approval of it from
the Division of Water Resources.

7. Adopt a rule prohibiting outdoor watering from
10: 00 a.m to 6:00 p. m

8. Adopt a progressive water rate schedul e.

The sponsor is in the process of conpleting its

responsibilities and requests that, if the board
chooses to authorize the project, it also conmit
funds.
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PRQIECT
CONTACT
PEOPLE:

Pr esi dent :

Proj ect Manager:

Engi neer:

13

Robert Wood

47 East Cisco Road
Laket own, UT 84038
Phone: (435) 946- 3590

Bri an Wod

47 East G sco Road
Laket own, UT 84038
Phone: (435) 946- 3590

Cache- Landmar k Engi neeri ng
Lance Anderson

666 North Main

Logan, UT 84321

Phone: (435) 713-0099
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Appl. No. E-109
Recei ved: 5/2/03

SPONSCOR:

LOCATI ON:

PROPOSED
PRQJECT:

WATER RI GHTS:

COST ESTI MATE:

BOARD OF WATER RESCURCES

Application Summary

TOWN OF GOSHEN

Mayor : Allen Carter

10 W Main St
P. O Box 197
Goshen, UT 84633

Phone: (801) 667- 9910

The proposed project is |ocated in and around Goshen,
about seven mles west of Santaquin in Uah County.

The town is requesting assistance to install a
pressurized secondary irrigation systemin town
consisting of 9,000 feet of distribution pipeline
tied to an existing storage tank and well.

53-993 for 1.0 cfs
53-986 for 0.5 cfs

$320, 000



BOARD OF WATER RESOURCES TOUR
April 24, 2003

The Board members and staff met at the Central Utah Water Conservancy District in
Orem at 9:30 am. and drove up Diamond Fork Canyon to look at the nearly completed Diamond
Fork Tunnel, the Upper Diamond Fork Pipeline and the Tanner Ridge Tunnel. The system picks
up Strawberry Reservoir water at the Sixth Water Aqueduct, conveys it through the Tanner
Ridge Tunnel, then the Upper Diamond Fork Pipeline, the Diamond Fork Tunnel and finally the
Diamond Fork Pipeline which will deliver it to the Wasatch Front.

During construction, the Diamond Fork Tunnel encountered sulfur-laden water that
required abandoning part of the tunnel and the tunnel boring equipment. The water has been
successfully plugged and no longer poses athreat. The Upper Diamond Fork Pipeline and the
Tanner Ridge Tunnel were added to replace the abandoned tunnel section.

The group walked several hundred yards into the Diamond Fork Tunnel. Therewasa
small amount of water running through the bottom but there was no detectable sulfur smell. The
tunnel has been lined and grout was being pumped into the rock; the tunnel is bored through to
reduce the seepage entering the tunnel. Upon exiting the tunnel the group drove to the head of
the tunnel where they are working on the facilities in the shaft that will drop water into the
tunnel. From there, construction of the Upper Diamond Fork Pipeline was visible near its
upstream end where it would connect to the Tanner Ridge Tunnel.

The group walked a short distance into the Tanner Ridge Tunnel which had been recently
bored and was now being lined. The part seen was unlined and 12.5 feet in diameter. With the
lining it will be 10.5 feet, asisthe Diamond Fork Tunnel. Boring this 5,194 foot long tunnel
began in December 2002 and was completed in March 2003. Completion of the entire system is
expected in October 2004.

After the group arrived back at the district offices, they had lunch while district staff
explained the various alternatives for the Utah Lake Drainage Basin Water Delivery System.

About 1:30 p.m. the Board members and staff got in a bus provided by the Provo River
Water Users Association and toured the proposed Provo Reservoir Canal project. Keith Denos,
manager of the association, explained the proposed project as the tour proceeded. The project
will enclose the canal in either 210’ diameter pipe or an 8 X 12’ box culvert. Liability, water
quality, and seepage and evaporation losses are the principal drivers of the project.

The bus first stopped at the Murdock Diversion at the mouth of Provo Canyon which
diverts water into the Provo Reservoir Canal. Mr. Denos explained the project was started in the
1940s and built in two parts. He said the proposed project could provide atrail which could
eventually connect the Jordan River Parkway and the Provo River Parkway since thereis now a
trail to the Point of the Mountain and other trails.



Mr. Denos pointed out the association’s current office as the bus drove through Lindon.
He then took the group to the association’s new officesin Pleasant Grove and said they would be
moving there soon. Mr. Denos said there were 20 principal stockholders representing hundreds
of people. Metropolitan Water District of Salt Lake and Sandy, and Provo Reservoir Canal
Company are the major shareholders of the Provo River Water Users Association. Jordan Valley
Water Conservancy District isa principal shareholder in the Provo Reservoir Canal Company.
Mr. Denos gave a history of the Provo River Water Users Association which had its roots with
the Provo Reservoir Canal Company.

The bus followed the route of the canal so the group could see the houses being built
along it. The Salt Lake Aqueduct isjust above the canal, and there has been some discussion
about interconnecting the canal with the aqueduct when the canal is enclosed. The group
stopped and looked at the area of the greatest instability where there are concerns about building
homes below. Piping the canal would decrease seepage into the hillside and improve stability.

Steve Kane, who drove the bus, was introduced by Mr. Denos as the facilities and land
maintenance manager. He talked about the maintenance of the canal and said they check for
leaks continuously. He talked about the most recent canal failurein 1998 which caused a lot of
damage to orchards and land below the canal in the Lindon area. Theliability issueisabig
concern to the association and it is hard to get insurance.

The bus stopped at the Dry Creek siphon diversion project, which was currently under
construction. Mr. Denos explained the project, which consisted of trash racks and a spillway
structure at the head of the siphon. He said people have entered the siphon from time to time and
were killed by the high water pressure at the bottom. The project will lessen the liability and
help with maintenance. Highland City and some developers paid half of the $300,000 total cost
for the diversion structure and pump project that should be completed by mid-May.

Mr. Denos pointed out Micron, which was started in 1995, and explained some of the
water quality issues and problems they have had with Micron. Mr. Denos also showed the group
the area of a new development that will have about 4,000 new homes. He said currently the
canal goes through the middle of the development area so they need to enclose the canal for
safety reasons.

Director Anderson thanked the association for giving the Board atour of the canal and
proposed project area. He also thanked them for their support with the legislature.

The bus got back to the CUWCD offices at about 3:50 p.m.

Attendees on the Tour
To Diamond Fork

Lucille Taylor
Harold Shirley
Paul McPherson



Brad Hancock
Bob Morgan
Sherm Hoskins
Larry Anderson
Dennis Strong
Milo Barney
Steve Wilde
Eric Millis

Lee Wimmer

Ivan and Marlene Flint followed the group part of the way.

Attendees on the Tour
Through Utah County

Warren Peterson

Harold Shirley

Paul McPherson

Brad Hancock

Bob Morgan

Sherm Hoskins

Larry Anderson

Dennis Strong

Milo Barney

Steve Wilde

Eric Millis

Randy Staker

Nancy Fullmer

Keith Denos

Mike Collins

Ivan and Marlene Flint followed the group part of the way.
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BOARD OF WATER RESOURCES

Briefing Meeting
April 24, 2003

The Board of Water Resources held a briefing meeting on April 24, 2003, at 4:00 p.m. in
the Central Utah Water Conservancy District in Orem, Utah.

The following people were in attendance:
BOARD MEMBERS

Warren Peterson
Paul Riley
Lucille Taylor
Ivan Flint

Brad Hancock
Harold Shirley

STAFF MEMBERS

Larry Anderson
Dennis Strong
Eric Millis
Steve Wilde
Nancy Fullmer
Randy Staker
Milo Barney

VISITORS

Sherm Hoskins
Robert Morgan



Chair Warren Peterson called the briefing meeting to order and welcomed everyone to
the meeting. He thanked Bob Morgan, Sherm Hoskins and Milo Barney for joining the Board on
the tour earlier that day. Heintroduced Paul McPherson and said he was from Nephi and the
newest member of the Board of Water Resources. He will be given time to introduce himself in
the Board meeting the next day.

Director Anderson said George Harmond, who was also recently appointed to the Board,
could not adjust his schedule to attend the meeting. He is an attorney in Price and had a court
trial previously scheduled. He met with some of the division staff last week.

DISCUSSION OF STAFF ACTIVITIES

Director Anderson said Ivan Flint requested the June Board tour and meeting be changed
from Thursday and Friday to Wednesday and Thursday, June 11 and 12. He said some of the
people involved with the tour will be leaving for the AWWA national convention. Director
Anderson asked everyone to check their schedules. Mr. Flint will talk about it in the Board
meeting.

Ivan Flint said Hooper Irrigation Company sent a note saying thanks for the Board' s
participation with their project, and asked him to express their appreciation to the Board
members.

DISCUSSION OF PROJECTS

Lake Creek Irrigation Company

Steve Wilde said the irrigation company is located east of Heber City, and the Board has
worked with the company several times over the years. He said the company wantsto install
meters on its secondary irrigation systems. Val Anderson, an engineer with the division, is doing
the technical work on the project.

Director Anderson said the project would provide good research for staff. Staff wantsto
see if the meters will work, and the sponsor wants to try to control water use. Staff suggests
authorization for the entire project and committal of funds for phase one (a pilot project which
involves installation of 24 meters). The company has agreed to try severa different types of
metersin order to find meters that will work well with dirty water. They want to ultimately
install 360 meters when they determine which meters work the best.

Dansie Water Company

Steve Wilde said Rod Dansie came to the Board of Water Resources about 12 years ago
for aproject. There were disagreements between High Country Estates and Foothills Water
Company so the project was withdrawn. Mr. Dansie has returned to the Board to request
financial assistance for the same project under the Dansie Water Company.



The company supplies water to 19 homes. Mr. Dansie has two water storage tanks that
each hold 35,000 gallons and he wants to build a one million gallon storage tank as the Dansies
plan for 1,000 homes to be built on the land they own.

Mr. Wilde said the draft feasibility report was sent to Mr. Dansie for hisreview and
input. Mr. Dansie took exception to the water rights section; but according to the State
Engineer’s office, acertain right is under litigation. The last paragraph in the report stated staff
believes the sponsor’ s project should not be funded because it appears to be afamily
development project and outside of the Board' s guidelines. The Board could be criticized for
funding a small private water system in the middle of Salt Lake County.

The Board members asked if there was a water company that could provide the water.
Mr. Strong said the proposed project is located adjacent to Herriman, and they could probably
purchase water from the Jordan Valley Water Conservancy District. The Board members agreed
to listen to Mr. Dansie express his concerns at the Board meeting.

Weber Basin Water Conservancy District

Chair Peterson asked if the manager of the Weber Basin Water Conservancy District
would be at the Board meeting. Ivan Flint said staff from the district was supposed to call and
talk to division staff. He thought the district was going to withdraw the request for committal of
funds for this phase of the project. Steve Wilde said he had not heard about a withdrawal but he
would check with the staff project engineer before the Board meeting.

Richland Nonprofit Water Company

Steve Wilde reminded the Board that in January staff presented the feasibility report for
the Richland Nonprofit Water Company, but the Board did not authorize the project. The project
involves consolidation of several smaller water systems; one of the systems expressed opposition
during the Board meeting. The Board told the company to go back and get signed agreements
before returning for authorization.

Mr. Wilde said Brian Wood wants to come to the Board meeting and give a status report.
They hope to have everything completed by June so they can receive authorization and
committal of funds.

Lake Shore Irrigation Company

Chair Peterson said staff has recommended the pipeline project for the Lake Shore
Irrigation Company be funded at zero percent interest from the Revolving Construction Fund.
Steve Wilde said the project is similar to the Deseret Irrigation Company projectsin Millard
County previously funded by the Board, in that canals higher than adjacent farmland |ose water
to seepage and the water damages the land and reduces its production; piping or lining the canals
is thus necessary.



Mr. Wilde said the company has received threats of lawsuits because of seepage from the
canals damaging adjacent fields. They would like to install the pipe as soon as possible to avoid
the lawsuits so they are requesting authorization and committal of funds.

New Applications

The Board discussed the new applications from Pioneer Land & Irrigation Company in
Weber County and Centerfield Town in Sanpete County. Steve Wilde said staff is working with
the sponsors on the proposed projects.

OTHER ITEMS

Warren Peterson said he had some changes to the Minutes. Ivan Flint said when he was
reading the Minutes, he noticed that Chair Peterson mentioned he would like to have a new
Board chair elected. Chair Peterson said with the level of talent on the Board and with the
Governor suggesting Board Members only serve two terms, it seems the chairmanship should be
rotated every year so additional Board members have the opportunity to serve as the chair.
Director Anderson said the Board holds an election every year, but the majority of the time the
chairman has served two years rather than one year. Staff will put elections on the June meeting
agenda.

Chair Peterson said he wanted to discuss the issue of the Board accepting contracts rather
than bonds. He said he had not signed the contracts for two county improvement districts the
Board committed funds to. He raised the question about political subdivisions being able to sign
contracts rather than bonding for water projects. Because of some recent court cases, he asked
staff to review the issue with Bill Prater, who isthe Special Assistant Attorney General for
bonding for the Board. He feels the Board should require bonds rather than contracts from
political subdivisions. Dennis Strong said if the sponsor signs a contract rather than issuing a
bond, the Board' s statute requires the Board to take title to the water rights. After considerable
discussion about the issue, the Board suggested getting legislation drafted to change the statute.

Sherm Hoskins suggested the Board hold a training session to brief the two new Board
members and discuss other issues. Chair Peterson said he would work with staff to determine a
date and place to hold aretreat.

The briefing meeting adjourned about 5:20 p.m. so the Board members could attend the
retirement dinner for Lucille Taylor and Cleal Bradford. Director Anderson said they would be
given nice plagues in appreciation of their service.



Unapproved
MINUTES
BOARD OF WATER RESOURCES MEETING
April 25, 2003

Auditorium
Department of Natural Resources Building
1594 West North Temple
Salt Lake City, Utah



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

SUMMARY OF BOARD ACTIONS ......ooiiiiiistesteeeteeieee sttt ste st s sne e sneenes ii
THOSE PRESENT ..ottt st sttt ettt bbbt st e et et st neesbenre s iii
APPROVAL OF MINUTES.......coiiiiitie sttt sttt sae st st ssesseese e eneensessessessesnenns 1
CHAIR S REPORT ...ttt sttt sttt bbbt bt et et e e e b e nbesaesbenneas 1
FEASIBILITY REPORTS

#E102 Lake Creek 1rrigation COMPENY .......cccueveerieriieseereeieeseesseeeesseesseessesseessessssseessessenns 1

HE103 Dansie Water COMPENY ......ccuererieerieeieseesieseesseessesssesseeseesesssesssesssssesssessssseessessenns 2
COMMITTAL OF FUNDS

#E108 Weber Basin Water ConservanCy DIStriCL.........ccoveeiiieeninie e 3
SPECIAL ITEMS

H#DBB6 MADIELON ClLY ..ottt ettt sbe e e se e aeeneesaeenaenneeas 4

#E087 Richland Nonprofit Water COMPANY........cccuecueieereeieseeseeeeseesieeeeseessesessseessesenns 4

#E106 Lake Shore I1rigation COMPANY .......cocveieerierieerieesieeieesiee e seesreessessesseesaesessseessessenas 4
DIRECTOR S REPORT ..ottt sttt st b bbbttt be b b 5



SUMMARY OF BOARD ACTIONS

The Minutes of the March 20, 2003 Board meetings were approved with suggested
changes. page 1

Phase | of the Lake Creek Irrigation Company project was authorized and funds
committed in the amount of $22,500 (75%), and Phase |1 was authorized in the amount of
$300,000 (75%). They will both be purchased at 1% interest over approximately 20
years. Phase|’s annual payment will be $1,250 and Phase |1’ s $16,600. page 2

The Mapleton City project was withdrawn from further consideration by the Board.
page 4

The Board authorized and committed funds to the Lake Shore Irrigation Company in the
amount of $141,000 (74%) to be purchased with annual payments of $8,000 at 0%
interest over approximately 18 years. page 5

A resolution of appreciation will be prepared for Lucille Taylor and Cleal Bradford for
their service on the Board of Water Resources. page 6



THOSE PRESENT

The Utah BOARD OF WATER RESOURCES met in regular session on Friday, April
25, 2003 in the Auditorium of the Department of Natural Resources, 1594 West North Temple,
Salt Lake City, Utah. Chair Peterson presided over the 9:00 a.m. meeting.

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT:

Warren Peterson
Paul Riley
Harold Shirley
Brad Hancock
Bill Marcovecchio
Ivan Flint
Paul McPherson
George Harmond, Jr. was absent

STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT:

D. Larry Anderson, Director

Dennis Strong, Deputy Director

Eric Millis, Asst. Director

Nancy Fullmer, Administrative Secretary
Randy Staker, Accountant

Steve Wilde, Chief Investigations

Eric Edgley, Chief, Technical Services
Todd Adams, Chief, Hydrology & Computer Services
Robert King, Chief, Interstate Streams
Russell Hadley, Engineer

Tom Cox, Engineer

Gina Hirst, Engineer

Val Anderson, Engineer

Boyd Phillips, Engineer

Dan Aubrey, Geologist

Mike Suflita, Engineer

Geralee Murdock, Executive Secretary

OTHERS PRESENT:
Sherm Hoskins, Asst. Director, Department of Natural Resources

Sherm Johnson, Redmond Irrigation
Mike Davidson, Sunrise Engineering



OTHERS PRESENT CONT'’D:
George Holmes, President, Lake Creek Irrigation Company
J. Rodney Dansie, Dansie Water Company
Bob Wood, President, Richland Nonprofit Water Company
Brian Wood, Project Manager, Richland Nonprofit Water Company
Randy House, Director, Richland Nonprofit Water Company
Lance Anderson, Project Engineer, Cache-Landmark Engineering

Chris Hogge, Engineer, Weber Basin Water Conservancy District

Jay Evans, President, Lake Shore Irrigation Company
Kevin Sorensen, Board member, Lake Shore Irrigation Company



MINUTES
BOARD OF WATER RESOURCES MEETING
April 25, 2003

Chair Peterson welcomed everyone and recognized Sherman Hoskins, Asst. Director of
the Department of Natural Resources.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Harold Shirley made the motion, seconded by Bill Marcovecchio to approve the minutes

of the March 20, 2003 Board meetings with suggested changes. The Board agreed unanimously.
CHAIR' S REPORT

Chair Peterson welcomed Paul McPherson, arecently appointed member of the Board of
Water Resources replacing Lucille Taylor. Mr. McPherson said he lived in Nephi. He owns
Greenland Equipment and also has 700 acres of farm ground and is raising 60 head of registered
Angus Cows. Heiscurrently president of the East Juab Water Conservancy District. He said he
was glad to be a member of the Board of Water Resources.

Mr. Peterson said George Harmond, Jr., an attorney in Price, was a so appointed to the
Board replacing Cleal Bradford. He was unable to adjust his schedule to attend the Board
meeting but hopes to attend the Board meeting in June.

Mr. Peterson said the Board toured various facilities in Utah County and wantsto
acknowledge and thank Central Utah Water Conservancy District and the Provo River Water

Users for lunch and the informative tours.

A Water Supply Report was not given as Randy Julander was not in attendance.

FEASIBILITY REPORTS

#E102 Lake Creek Irrigation Company

Chair Peterson introduced George Holmes, president of the company. Va Anderson
reported the Lake Creek Irrigation Co. islocated about four miles east of Heber City. The
company provides pressurized irrigation water to 2,020 acres of agricultural land and 180 acres
of residential land (146 developed and 214 undeveloped lots).

Water delivered to the several residentia subdivisions for secondary irrigation is metered
where each subdivision’s main line leaves the sponsor’ s transmission pipeline. Some residential
lot owners are using more irrigation water than they are entitled to and, since most residents



irrigate at night, it is difficult for the company to regulate usage by direct observation. The
company is requesting technical and financial assistance from the Board to install 146 meters on
individual lots with existing homes, and an additional 214 meters on sold and unsold lotsin
platted subdivisions.

Prior to funding staff recommends a pilot project, Phase | of 24 meters. Severa different
kinds of meterswill betried for at least 2 “£ull irrigation seasons to rate the meters
performancein dirty water and to verify the overall project istechnically feasible. Phase Il will
be built if the Phase | pilot project is successful and will consist of the installation of the
remaining 336 meters. The company is requesting the Phase | portion of the project be
authorized and committed at this time, and the Phase |1 portion be authorized. Division staff will
provide design and construction engineering services for both phases. The Phase | project is
estimated to cost $30,000, and Phase |1 is estimated to cost $400,000.

Based on the Board' s affordability guidelines, Lake Creek water users could pay up to
$38.70 per month for all water. The cost of water with the proposed combined project would be
$46.35.

The company has participated with the Board in nine past projects, and has also received
assistance through the dam safety program. Six of the past nine projects have been purchased
and the remaining three have payoff dates of 2004, 2005, and 2006.

Mr. Holmes said because of the CUP project thereis M& | water available to be
purchased in Heber Valley and it needsto be delivered through an irrigation company. As part
of the contract to deliver M& | water the company isrequiring ameter. On all new subdivisions
meters will be required on both the secondary and culinary water. The existing subdivisions that
have been platted are the ones that will have to purchase and install meters. Mr. Holmes asked if
the pilot project could be shorter than 2 Ygears. Larry Anderson said the pilot project isto see
which meter works. He said it takes one year of operation plus awinter plus the next year to see
what happens.

Paul McPherson made the motion to authorize and commit funds in the amount of
$22,500 (75%) for Phase | of the Lake Creek Irrigation Company project and to authorize Phase
Il in the amount of $300,000 (75%). It is suggested they both be purchased at 1% interest over
approximately 20 years. Phase I’s annual payments will be $1,250 and Phase |1’s $16,600.
Harold Shirley seconded the motion and the Board agreed unanimously.

#E103 Dansie Water Company

Chair Peterson introduced Mr. J. Rodney Dansie, president. Russell Hadley reported the
Dansie Water Company serves culinary water for indoor and limited outdoor use to 12 homes
and seven mobile homes west of Herriman in Salt Lake County. The system israted “approved’
by the Division of Drinking Water and consists of awell, two above ground steel storage tanks
holding atotal of 70,000 gallons and distribution pipeline. The tanks are over 40 years old,
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require considerable upkeep and repair, and their volume is inadequate from afire protection
standpoint.

The company is requesting financial assistance to construct a million gallon concrete
storage tank and install pipeline to connect it to the existing water system. The project is
estimated to cost $616,000. Based on the Board' s water service affordability guidelines the
company’s customers could pay up to $62.06 monthly for all water service. The cost of water
with the proposed project will be around $105 per connection per month.

The company has not received financial assistance from the Board in the past; J. Rodney
Dansie submitted an application in 1991 on behalf of Foothills Water Company to construct a
concrete storage tank and install transmission and distribution pipelines. That application was
withdrawn in 1995.

Because the Dansie' s own all the homes, land, water rights, and the shares of stock in the
company it appears to be afamily-owned project. Also, aone million gallon storagetank is
enormous for 19 homes, even though 1,000 homes are anticipated in the future.

Mr. Hadley said he has had conversations with Herriman City and they said they would
be happy to sit down with the Dansie Water Co. to discuss adding their system to the Herriman
City system. Mr. Hadley said the company’s project as proposed does not meet the Board' s
funding criteria.

Mr. Dansie thanked the Board for the opportunity to come and speak about the proposed
project. Mr. Dansie explained the need for the proposed project and why it would not be good to
join with Herriman City at thistime.

After considerable discussion, Mr. Dansie felt it would be best to withdraw the Dansie
Water Company application at thistime. Chair Peterson thanked Mr. Dansie for his comments,
and expressed appreciation to him for respecting the Board’ s view of the proposed project.
Mr. Dansie expressed appreciation to staff and Bill Marcovecchio for their efforts and also for
the opportunity to present the project to the Board.

COMMITTAL OF FUNDS

#E108 Weber Basin Water Conservancy District

Chair Peterson welcomed Chris Hogge. Mr. Hogge said the district has determined it is
in its best interest to withdraw the request for committal of funds on Phase Il at thistime. He
said the district will be back sometime in the future to ask the Board for consideration of funds
on other phases. Chair Peterson said the Board would work under that understanding.



SPECIAL ITEMS

#D886 Mapleton City

Mapleton City had requested financial assistance to construct a pressurized secondary
irrigation system throughout Mapleton. Since then the system has been partially built with
groundwater contamination mitigation monies from a nearby explosives company.

Paul McPherson made the motion to withdraw the Mapleton City application from further

consideration by the Board. Brad Hancock seconded the motion and it was unanimously agreed
upon by the Board.

#E087 Richland Nonprofit Water Company (status report)

Chair Peterson introduced Robert Wood, Brian Wood, and Randy House. Mr. Peterson
said there would not be a staff report presented and asked the company to present a quick report.
Brian Wood explained the status of the proposed project, and said they have been working very
hard and they should be ready for committal of funds at the next Board meeting. Director
Anderson reminded the company the project had not been previously authorized and it would
need to be authorized before funds could be committed.

#E106 L ake Shore Irrigation Company

Chair Peterson introduced Jay Evans, president; and Kevin Sorensen, a board member.
GinaHirst reported the project islocated about two miles west of Spanish Fork in Utah County.
She said the company delivers water for flood irrigation to about 5,400 agricultural acres through
30-35 miles of earth and concrete-lined canals and pipelines. The canals are earth, concrete
lining and pipeline. Some of the concrete lining is about 40 years old and deteriorated. Some
sections of the canal are higher than adjacent farmland and seepage from them enters root zones
of the land, damaging it and reducing production. On two 25-acre parcels about 150 acre-feet
annually is seeping, and legal action has been threatened if it isn’'t stopped.

The company is requesting financial assistance to replace 2700 feet of canal with pipe;
they are also requesting the amount they spent last year ($50,000) to do asimilar project be
included in the costs and credited as its cost sharing. The project is estimated to cost $191,000.
Shane Sorensen in Spanish Fork will provide design and construction engineering services.

With the proposed Board assistance shareholders will pay about $16.39 per acre. Some
of the landowners are renting water from the CUP to help subsidize some of the water they need
for the land. Thisisexpected to reduce CUP water from 1,140 acre-feet to about 990 acre-feet
with the project in place. It isanticipated individuals will save about $2,300 annually in reduced
CUP water costs.



Chair Peterson asked if they intended to construct the project this spring. Mr. Sorensen
said part of the project has already been put in and was finished on Monday to avoid legal action.
He said they borrowed money for the project laid last fall and will be borrowing money for a
bridge loan to cover what was installed last week. Mr. Sorensen said they realized they were
going about thisin the wrong way, but felt it would cost the company more in the long run and
put the company in turmoil with the lawsuits against them.

Paul McPherson made the motion to authorize and commit funds to the Lake Shore
Irrigation Company in the amount of $141,000 (74%) to be purchased with annual payments of
$8,000 at 0% interest over approximately 18 years. Ivan Flint seconded the motion and the
Board agreed unanimously.

DIRECTOR’'S REPORT

Director Anderson asked Asst. Director Eric Millisto introduce a new employee and one
who has received a promotion in the office. Mr. Millisintroduced Eric Edgley who has worked
for the division for four years as the GIS Administrator and has been made the Section Manager
over arecently established Technical Services section, which includes GIS, mapping, design
drawings for projects and other engineering technical services. Mr. Millis also introduced Mike
Suflitawho will be working in the River Basin Planning Section under Todd Stonely. Mike
previously worked for the Oil, Gas and Mining Division of the department, and told the Board
his background experience in engineering.

Director Anderson asked Todd Adams to summarize what’s happened in the cloud
seeding program. Mr. Adams said the central and southern Utah area, the northern area, the
West Uintas and the Uinta Mountains were seeded this year, and the Uinta Mountains are still
being seeded and will until the end of the month. He said this year they chased alot of small
storms and when you chase small storms you get small results. He said if you only get 30% of
normal the snowpack isincreased by 10%. Ivan Flint said you dare not cloud seed; it isagamble
you have to take.

Lyle Summers was asked to comment on the recent Salt Lake County Water Summit
called by Mayor Nancy Workman. She asked all the water people in the county to come together
and talk about what can be done to get through the drought this next year. Mr. Summers
summarized the comments of the people attending the summit.

Mr. Anderson asked Robert King, Chief of Interstate Streams, to comment on the
Colorado River Endangered Fishes Recovery Program and also to bring the Board up-to-date on
what has happened in Californiaand their use of Colorado River water.

Mr. King said the Endangered Fishes Recovery Program for the Upper Colorado River
Basin is being touted as an example of how to maintain water use and comply with the
endangered species act. He said a non-native removal program has been started in the Y ampa
River Basin; the northern pike are being moved to a controlled environment where they can not
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get back into the river. Utah does not have quite as big a problem but is starting to — the small
mouth bass in the Green River system are gaining in popularity. A press release was prepared to
educate people about the program.

Mr. King said in the last week or so significant devel opments have taken placein
California. The urban water interests are taking a second look at whether it is worth their time
and money to pay the farmersin the Imperia Irrigation District areato conserve their water
because the federal government has now decided to proceed with a beneficial use study that may
limit their water use. A lawsuit filed over thisissue has been remanded to the Bureau of
Reclamation by the court. Since California did not sign the Quantification Settlement
Agreement, the Secretary of the Interior isonly alowing 4.4 MAF of Colorado River water
deliveriesthisyear. Nevadais also suffering because they are limited to 300,000 acre-feet;
Nevadawas areal significant beneficiary of the Interim Surplus Guidelines because it allowed
them to use over 300,000 acre-feet. Nevadais going to try and document they need more water.

Director Anderson gave the Board a memo regarding the division’ s updated 1000 day
plan provided to the Governor’s office.

The dedication of the Sand Hollow Reservoir was held on April 18, 2003 at 10:00 am.
Harold Shirley commented “they had more speakers than they had water in the lake, but the
ceremony went real smooth”. Director Anderson said there was alarge turnout, over 100 people.

Chair Peterson commended Director Anderson and division staff for the good
information provided at the Board meeting.

lvan Flint said that because of an AWWA conference on June 13" it would be better to
have the June Board meeting on Thursday the 12" instead of the 13". He said the Weber Basin
Water Conservancy District has arranged a special tour on Wednesday June 11™ for the Board.
Mr. Flint made the motion to change the date of the June Board meetingsin Weber Basin to June
11" and 12™. Harold Shirley seconded the motion and the Board agreed unanimously. Director
Anderson said the Board meeting will be held at the Weber Basin Water Conservancy District
office in Layton on Thursday morning June 12.

Harold Shirley made a motion for staff to prepare a resolution of appreciation for Lucille
Taylor and Cleal Bradford for their service on the Board of Water Resources. Paul Riley
seconded the motion and it was unanimously agreed upon by the Board.

Director Anderson informed the Board that Eric Millis was selected as the Department of
Natural Resources manager of the year. He said we are very proud of him and sometime in
December he will receive a nice gift from the department.

Meeting adjourned at 11:37 am.
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BOARD OF WATER RESOURCES

Briefing Meeting
March 20, 2003

The Board of Water Resources held a briefing meeting on March 20, 2003, at 7:00 am.
in the Garden Room at the Crystal Inn, 1450 South Hilton Drive, St. George, Utah.

The following people were in attendance:
BOARD MEMBERS

Warren Peterson
Paul Riley
Lucille Taylor
Ivan Flint

Brad Hancock
Harold Shirley

STAFF MEMBERS
Larry Anderson
Dennis Strong
Eric Millis
Nancy Fullmer
Tom Cox

VISITORS

Sherm Hoskins



Chair Warren Peterson called the briefing meeting to order and welcomed everyone to
the meeting.

CHAIR'S REPORT

Chair Peterson said the water community was well served by the legislature. Mr.
Peterson stated, “ The Board’ s funding was essentially left intact; that is one reason we did not
hold the special meeting we had planned to hold yesterday.”

Chair Peterson reported on the Tri-Board meeting he attended on February 5 with
representatives of the Drinking Water and Water Quality Boards. There were no representatives
from the Soil Conservation Commission, which administers the ARDL loan funds. Mr. Peterson
handed out a draft |etter expressing the results of the meeting. He reviewed his concerns and
asked the Board members for comments. Chair Peterson said he would contact the other two
chairmen and modify the letter to incorporate the Board’ s concerns.

Paul Riley talked about Ron Sims' offer of assistance from the Utah Water Research
Laboratory at Utah State University. Mr. Sims said the Water Lab has been doing computer
modeling for severa states, and he would make that expertise available to do modeling for areas
in the state of Utah that might need some extensive study. Some of the Board members
expressed concern about duplicating some of the Division’s planning staff’ swork if the Water
Lab’s offer was accepted. Director Anderson said staff has involved the Water Lab in the
development of the State Water Plan and will continue to work with them.

Chair Peterson said he would like the Board to ook at the Provo Reservoir Canal during
the tour of the CUP project in April. Thereisan effort being made to pipe the Murdock Canal
(Provo Reservoir Canal). Lucille Taylor said Keith Denos, the manager of the Provo River
Water Users Association, talked to her about it.

Mr. Peterson talked about the possibility of four of the Board members leaving the Board
of Water Resources after this meeting since they have served two 4-year terms— L ucille Taylor,
Cleal Bradford, Warren Peterson and Harold Shirley. Aspart of the Chairman’s report in the
Board meeting, he would like to give them an opportunity to speak. Mrs. Taylor said she wants
to be invited on the CUP tour even if sheis not reappointed.

Chair Peterson said it has been the tradition that the Board chair serve two years. He
would like to step out of the tradition and have a new chair elected at a future meeting even if he
is reappointed to the Board.

DISCUSSION OF STAFF ACTIVITIES

Director Anderson asked Eric Millisto talk about what happened at the legislature. Mr.
Millis referred to a memo under the Director’ s Report in the Board folder. He explained some of
the bills that passed, and reviewed some of the bills that did not pass. He reviewed some of the
items for interim study listed in the Master Study Resolution.
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DISCUSSION OF PROJECTS

Warren Peterson welcomed Tom Cox to the meeting and said he could answer questions
about the projects being presented at the Board meeting.

City of Cedar Hills

Lucille Taylor said she visited Cedar Hills, and it isafast growing residential community
north of Pleasant Grove. Staff suggested the city could repay the loan in the amount of
$1,350,000 over 10 years at 5% interest. Shethinksit is awise suggestion because the people
can afford that amount.

Dennis Strong said when the city first approached the Board, they requested assistance
for bond insurance. When staff investigated the project, the sponsor said they wanted a loan.
After they saw staff’ s recommendation for repayment terms of 10 years at 5% interest, they
changed their minds and would like to change the request to bond insurance in the amount of a
$31,000 grant. Mr. Strong said when Tom presents the project, he will talk about bond insurance
and will not cover the other information included in the feasibility report.

Hooper Irrigation Company

Ivan Flint said the mayor called him and said they wanted to request changesin the
report. Tom said he knows what the changes are as he met with the engineer and one of the
board members. There are about 550 connections instead of 850 connections; and when the loan
payment starts, there will be about 600 connections. Eventually the agricultural land will be
developed into residential land.

Mr. Flint asked about the total cost of the project. Tom said phase I, which consists of
the distribution system, is estimated to cost $3.150 million, and it does not include the pond and
booster pump station. Dennis Strong said he would like the Board to ignore the issue of the
additional cost sinceit is aphase project. Theissue at hand is whether the Board feels
comfortable about committing funds for phase | sinceit will not be operational until the pond
and pumping station are built or whether they want to table this request.

Dennis asked Tom to discuss the revised numbers with the sponsor’ s changes; the report
suggests a repayment schedule at 5% over 20 years. Tom suggested the repayment terms could
be 3% interest over 25 years starting at $110,000, which is an increase of about $17 per
connection per month for the secondary water.

Dennis Strong said all of the remaining projects are the same as authorized by the Board.
Warren Peterson said he has a conflict of interest on the Brian Head project.



Minutes

There was a discussion about changes to the Minutes of the briefing meeting and Board
meeting held on January 31.

The briefing meeting adjourned at 8:45 am.
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10.

SUMMARY OF BOARD ACTIONS

The Minutes of the January 31, 2003 Board meetings were approved with suggested

changes. page 1
The Board granted $31,200 for bond insurance to the City of Cedar Hills. page 2

Funds were committed to the Hooper Irrigation Company in the amount of $2.677
million (85%) to be returned in 25 years at 3% interest beginning at $110,000 and ending
at $216,000, subject to availability of funds. page 3

The Board committed funds to Centerville City in the amount of $1.142 million (26%) to
be repaid in 16 years at 3% interest beginning in 2005, with annual payments ranging
from about $35,000 to $233,000, subject to availability of funds. page 3

Funds were committed to the Marion Waterworks Company in the amount of $320,000
(80%) to be repaid at 0% interest over approximately 22 years with annual payments of
$15,000, subject to availability of funds. page 4

The Board committed funds to Tooele County by participating in an interest rate
buydown with the market loan to be repaid in 17 years at 5% interest and the $700,000
(35%) to be repaid concurrently with the market loan in 17 years at 1% interest.
Approximate annual payments will be $7,000 the first year, rising to $93,000 in the final
year, subject to availability of funds. page 4

Funds were committed in the amount of $611,000 (75%) to the Wolf Creek Water
Conservancy Inc. to be repaid in 25 years at 3% interest with annual payments ranging
from approximately $28,000 to $43,000, subject to availability of funds. page 4

The Board committed funds to the Town of Brian Head in the amount of $1.7 million
(85%) to be repaid in 18 years at 5% interest with escalating repayments, subject to
availability of funds. page 5

Funds were committed to Elsinore Town in the amount of $514,000 (35.6%) to be repaid
in 25 years at 2% interest with payments ranging from approximately $22,400 to
$34,700, subject to availability of funds. page 5

The Richfield City and K Ranch L L C applications were withdrawn from further
consideration by the Board. page 5




THOSE PRESENT

The Utah BOARD OF WATER RESOURCES met in regular session on Thursday,
March 20, 2003 at the Crystal Inn, 1450 South Hilton Drive, St. George, Utah. Chair Peterson
presided over the 9:00 a.m. meeting.

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT:

Warren Peterson
Paul Riley
Lucille Taylor
Ivan Flint
Brad Hancock
Harold Shirley
Clea Bradford and Bill Marcovecchio were absent.

STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT:

D. Larry Anderson, Director

Dennis Strong, Deputy Director

Eric Millis, Asst. Director

Nancy Fullmer, Administrative Secretary

Randy Staker, Accountant

Eric Klotz, Chief, Water Education/Conservation and Use
Nathan Kennard, Engineer

B.J. Clark, Engineer

Russ Barrus, Engineer

Tom Cox, Engineer

OTHERS PRESENT:

Sherm Hoskins, Asst. Director, Department of Natural Resources

Ron Thompson, District Manager, Washington County Water Conservancy District
Randy Julander, Snow Supervisor, NRCS

Doug Nielsen, Funding Specialist, Sunrise Engineering, Inc.

Rex Ausburn, Branch Manager, Boyle Engineering

Kallee Nielsen, Reporter, Spectrum & Daily News

Bryan Steele, City Accountant, City of Cedar Hills



OTHERS PRESENT CONT’D:

Kurt Fowers, Director, Hooper Irrigation Co.
Theo Cox, Director, Hooper Irrigation Co.

Durk Bailey, Mayor, Hooper City

Robin Bailey, resident, Hooper City

Steven D. Bailey, resident, Hooper City

Fielding & Mary Rice, residents, Hooper City
Janeal Cox, resident, Hooper City

Lee Cammack, Project Engineer, JU B Engineers
Tracy Allen, Project Engineer, JU B Engineers

Randy Randall, Public Works Director, Centerville City



MINUTES
BOARD OF WATER RESOURCES
March 20, 2003

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES

Paul Riley made the motion, seconded by Ivan Flint to approve the minutes of the
January 31, 2003 meetings with suggested changes. The Board agreed unanimously.

CHAIR'S REPORT

Chair Warren Peterson welcomed everyone to the meeting and introduced attendees not
involved with project presentations. Chair Peterson thanked Ron Thompson and the Washington
County Water Conservancy District (WCWCD) for their hospitality while the Board had been in
St. George attending the Water Users Workshop. Mr. Thompson thanked the Board for their
efforts and said the Board performs the vital functions of long-term welfare of the state, and the
WCWCD supports the Board' s efforts.

Chair Peterson reminded the Board of the upcoming changes to take place with four of
the Board members — Lucille Taylor, Harold Shirley, Cleal Bradford and him. The Governor
will be reappointing or appointing new Board members for the next four years. Director
Anderson said it could take place in April or May. Warren Peterson, Harold Shirley, and Lucille
Taylor all expressed appreciation for their time spent on the Board of Water Resources.

WATER SUPPLY REPORT

Randy Julander reported snowpack so far in March has been average as far as northern
Utah is concerned; southeastern Utah is around 75-85% of average, and southwestern Utah is
around 50%. There has been no low elevation snowpack accumulation because January was
phenomenally warm and most of it disappeared then. It is predicted the statewide snowpack will
be 70-75%.

He said the past couple of years the NRCS has been working hard at getting enough sites
for soil moisture monitoring that the whole state can be looked at; they now have 31 sites.
Mr. Julander said the whole state is |ess than 70% projected streamflow with large areas being
less than 50% of average. Reservoir storage is decreasing, however the reservoir operators
across the state have done a magnificent job. Reservoir levels have been fairly constant until the
past four years. Mr. Julander said the state of Utah is now categorized as a D-3 (extreme
drought) over the entire state.



FEASIBILITY REPORT

#E099 City of Cedar Hills

Chair Peterson introduced Bryan Steele, city accountant. Tom Cox reported Cedar Hills
is requesting financial assistance to construct the remainder of its secondary irrigation system.
The project will serve an additional 520 connections in the oldest section of town. The project is
estimated to cost $1.8 million. The city has not yet retained an engineer to prepare plans and
specifications and perform construction engineering. Mr. Cox said the city is requesting the
Board provide bond insurance in the amount of $31,200.

Mr. Steele expressed appreciation to the Board for its consideration in their project,
however since the total cost of the project will be $6 million they are requesting the Board
provide $85,000 for bond insurance to cover the whole $6 million bond instead of the $31,200
requested in the feasibility report, however they would be happy with the Board’ s decision.

Tom Cox said developers put in the existing system, built reservoirs and ponds and the
city needs to purchase those from the devel opers before the project can be constructed; the
project cost is $1.8 million and the bond insurance on that portion is $31,200. The $85,000
would be for the total $6 million bond the city would have to take out to pay the developer for
what has aready been installed plus what is to be installed.

Lucille Taylor asked if bond insurance has been provided in the past to pay for something
that has already been done. Dennis Strong said that has never come up before, however the
Board has not loaned money for refinancing. Warren Peterson said the bond insurance policy
that was adopted in the last Board meeting stated, “ Only projects that meet the Board’ s general
funding requirements will be considered for bond insurance.” He said if this would not be
eligible for loan funding, it would not be eligible for bond insurance.

Lucille Taylor made the motion to grant $31,200 for bond insurance to the City of Cedar
Hills. Harold Shirley seconded the motion and the Board agreed unanimously.

COMMITTAL OF FUNDS

#E060 Hooper Irrigation Company

Chair Peterson introduced Robin Bailey, Steve D. Bailey, Hooper Irrigation Company;
Durk Bailey, Mayor of Hooper City; Theo Cox, Kurt Fowers, and Janeal Cox, Hooper Irrigation
Company; Tracy Allen, project engineer; and Lee Cammack, JU B Engineers. Tom Cox
reported the Board authorized a four-phased pressurized irrigation system to serve agricultural
and residential usersin the Hooper area.



The irrigation company is requesting financial assistance to construct Phase | of the
project which consists primarily of 15 miles of 30 to 4-inch pipeline and appurtenances to serve
approximately 550 homes and 900 agricultural acres. Phasel is estimated to cost $3.150 million.
Based on the Board’ s affordability guideline Hooper residents could pay up to $53.96 per month
for indoor and outdoor water service. With the proposed project in place the average water cost
should be about $45 monthly.

Theo Cox, president of the irrigation company, expressed appreciation to the Board for
their consideration of the project. He said if funds are committed they are ready to go with the
distribution system. Mayor Bailey expressed appreciation for the Board' s consideration and said
they’re basically out of culinary water. This project needs to be developed so their resources can
be utilized.

Lee Cammack said design had been started on the reservoir and pump station (Phase I1).
He said it should take from 60-90 days to be ready for division staff to review.

Ivan Flint made the motion to commit funds to the Hooper Irrigation Company in the
amount of $2.677 million (85%) to be returned in 25 years at 3% interest beginning at $110,000
and ending at $216,000, subject to availability of funds. Paul Riley seconded the motion and the
Board agreed unanimously.

#L.544 Centerville City

Chair Peterson introduced Randy Randall, public works director. Tom Cox reported the
company is requesting financial assistance to improve its culinary water system and sub-drainage
system by installing pumping equipment and constructing a building for awell, installing
culinary water transmission and sub-drain lines, constructing a booster pumping station,
providing stream channel improvements for Parrish and Deuel Creeks, and installing a box
culvert on Parrish Creek. The Utah Water Finance Agency loan will be repaid in 15 years at
4.83% interest with the first payment of $295,000 in 2003.

Ivan Flint made the motion to commit funds to Centerville City in the amount of $1.142
million (26%) to be repaid in 16 years at 3% interest beginning in 2005, with annual payments
ranging from about $35,000 to $233,000, subject to availability of funds. Lucille Taylor
seconded the motion and the Board agreed unanimously.

#E074 Marion Waterworks Co.

Tom Cox reported the Marion Waterworks Company is requesting financial assistance to
improve its culinary water system by constructing a 300,000 gallon storage tank, adding
chlorination facilities, and upsizing distribution pipelines. The project is estimated to cost
$400,000.



Ivan Flint made the motion to commit funds to the Marion Waterworks Company in the
amount of $320,000 (80%) to be repaid at 0% interest over approximately 22 years with annual
payments of $15,000, subject to availability of funds. Brad Hancock seconded the motion and
the Board agreed unanimously.

#E080 Tooele County

Tom Cox reported Tooele County is requesting financial assistance to drill and equip a
culinary water well near Grantsville, tie it to the Deseret Peak Complex (arecreational facility
five miles northwest of Tooele City) with about 5 ¥niles of 16 -inch PVC pipeline, install a
power lineto the well, install a backup generator, and build a chlorination facility. The project is
estimated to cost $2 million.

Lucille Taylor made the motion to commit funds to Tooele County by participating in an
interest rate buydown with the market loan to be repaid in 17 years at 5% interest and the
$700,000 (35%) to be repaid concurrently with the market loanin 17 years at 1% interest.
Approximate annual payments will be $7,000 the first year, rising to $93,000 in the final year,
subject to availability of funds. Paul Riley seconded the motion. The Board agreed
unanimously.

#EO089 Wolf Creek Water Conservancy Inc.

Tom Cox reported the sponsor is requesting financial assistance to expand its secondary
irrigation system in Wolf Creek. The expansion will include construction of a new storage
reservoir, dredging and lining of an existing reservoir, and installation of approximately 17,000
feet of distribution pipeline and 58 service connections. The project is estimated to cost
$815,000.

Ivan Flint made the motion to commit funds to Wolf Creek Water Conservancy Inc. in
the amount of $611,000 (75%) to be repaid in 25 years at 3% interest with annual payments
ranging from approximately $28,000 to $43,000, subject to availability of funds. Brad Hancock
seconded the motion and the Board agreed unanimously.

#L.541 Town of Brian Head

Tom Cox reported the town is requesting financia assistance to upgrade and improve its
culinary water system by redeveloping several springs, reequipping a major well, replacing small
and leaky pipes, installing new pipelines, renovating existing pressure regulating stations and
installing new ones, adding automated chlorination stations, and installing aradio telemetry
system. The project is estimated to cost $2 million. Chair Peterson expressed a conflict of
interest.



Harold Shirley made the motion to commit funds to the Town of Brian Head in the
amount of $1.7 million (85%) to be repaid in 18 years at 5% interest with escalating repayments,
subject to availability of funds. Lucille Taylor seconded the motion. The Board agreed; Warren
Peterson abstained because of a conflict of interest.

#1545 Elsinore Town

Tom Cox reported Elsinore Town is requesting financial assistance to improve its
culinary water system by purchasing an irrigation well and water right, reequipping and
refurbishing the well to supply culinary water, installing about four miles of 8 to 12-inch
distribution pipeline, and adding nine fire hydrants. The project is estimated to cost $1.444
million.

Lucille Taylor made the motion to commit funds to Elsinore Town in the amount of
$514,000 (35.6%) to be repaid in 25 years at 2% interest with payments ranging from
approximately $22,400 to $34,700, subject to availability of funds. Paul Riley seconded the
motion and the Board agreed unanimously.

SPECIAL ITEMS

#D898 Richfield City

Richfield City requested financial assistance to drill and equip a culinary well and
construct a pressurized secondary irrigation system. Since the city has completed the well on its
own and shows no interest in proceeding with the secondary system, staff recommends the
application be withdrawn.

#D954 K Ranch LLC

The sponsor requested financial assistance to expand its hay production operation by
drilling and equipping severa shallow irrigation wells and installing pipeline to supply water
from them. Since the sponsor now shows no interest in obtaining Board funding, staff
recommends the application be withdrawn.

Harold Shirley made the motion the Richfield City and K Ranch LLC applications be
withdrawn from further consideration by the Board. Brad Hancock seconded the motion and the
Board agreed unanimously.



DIRECTOR’'S REPORT

Director Anderson said the plan was to stay in the Provo areafor the April Board
meeting, but because of BY U graduation it is difficult to find a place to stay in Utah County.
Everyone will meet Thursday morning (April 24) at 7:30 am. at the Central Utah Water
Conservancy District offices for the tour of Diamond Fork, lunch will be provided and then the
Board will look at the Provo Reservoir Canal with members of the Provo River Water Users
Association. The Board meeting will be held on April 25 in Salt Lake City at the Department of
Natural Resources Building.

Director Anderson informed the Board of the latest developments regarding California’'s
failure to sign the Interim Surplus Guidelines.

Paul Riley asked why the difference in interest rates on the various projects and how they
are determined. Dennis Strong explained it was because of the Board' s guidelines. Staff looks
at the median income of the community and determines how much residents can pay for water
and then determines the interest rate.

NEXT BOARD MEETING
Chair Peterson reminded the Board the next Board meeting will be at 9:00 am. in the

Auditorium of the Department of Natural Resources building on April 25. The Board will tour
the Diamond Fork project of the CUP on Thursday, April 24.

Meeting adjourned at 10:55 am.
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